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In the Conrt of Appeals of the District of Columbia. 


John B. Wight et al., Appellants,) 

vs. > No. 1039. 

Eugene Byrnes ET AL. j 


a Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

In re Extension of Eleyenth Street Northwest. No. 556, 

District Court. 


United States of America, 
District of Columbia , 


ss: 


Be it remembered that in the supreme court of the District of Co¬ 
lumbia, at the city of Washington, in said District, at the times 
hereinafter mentioned, the following papers were filed and pruceed- 
ings had in the above-entitled cause, to wit: 


1 Petition of John B. Wight et al., Commissioners, for Condemna- 
tion of Right of Wag for Extension of Eleventh Street. 

Filed May 31,1899. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, Sitting as a 
District Court of the United States for said District. 

In re Extension of Eleyenth Street Northwest. No. 556. 

To the supreme court of the District of Columbia, sitting as a dis¬ 
trict court: 

The petition of John B. Wight, John W. Ross, and Lansing H. 
Beach, Commissioners of the District of Columbia, respectfully shows 
as follows: 

1. That Congress by act approved March 3,1899, entitled “An 
act to extend S Street, in the District of Columbia, and for other 
purposes” directed your petitioners to institute by a petition in the 
supreme court of the District of Columbia, sitting as a district court, 
a proceeding to condemn the land necessary for the eżtension of 
Eleventh Street northwest on a straight extension of the lines thereof 
as now established in the city of Washington, with a width of ninety 
feet, from Florida avenue to Harvard Street, and thence, with the 
same width and in a straight linę, to Lydecker avenue, joining said 
avenue with its center linę opposite’ the center linę of Eslin avenue, 
under and according to the provisions of chapter eleven of the 
1—1039 a 
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JOHN B. WIGHT ET AL. VS. EUGENE BYRNES ET AL. 


Reyised Statutes of the United States relating to the District of 
Columbia. 

2 2. Thafc a map of the proposed extension of Eleyenth Street, 

showing the number and designation of lots affected, the 
names of the owners thereof, and the areas of land reąuired for the 
extension, has been prepared, and a copy thereof is annexed as a 
part of this petition, marked “ Exhibit D. C. No. 1.” 

3. Thatsaid aet proyides, among other things, that of the amount 
found due and awarded as damages for and in respect of the land 
condemned for the extension of the said Eleyenth Street at least oner 
half thereof shall be assessed by said jury against those pieces or 
pareels of ground abuttting that portion of the Street to be opened, 
and extending to a depth of two hundred feet from the building 
lines of said Eleyenth Street as extended. 

Wherefore your petitioners pray this honorable court to direct the 
marshal of the District of Columbia to summon a jury of seven 
judicious, disinterested men, not related to any party interested, to 
be and appear on the premises, on a day specified, to assess the dam¬ 
ages, if any, whicli eacli owner of land through which Eleyenth 
Street is proposed to.be extended, asaforesaid, may sustainby reason 
thereof, and that such other and further orders may be madę and 
proceedings had as are contemplated by said act of Congress and by 
chapter eleyen of the Reyised Statutes of the United States relating 
to the District of Columbia, to the end that a permanent right of 
way for the public over said lands may be obtained and se- 
2| cured for the aforesaid extension of Eleyenth Street; and they 
will eyer pray, etc. 

JOHN B. WIGHT, 

JOHN W. ROSS, 

LANSING H. BEACH, 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia. 

S. T. THOMAS, 

A. B. DUYALL, 

Attorneys for Petitioners. 

(Here follows piat marked p. 3.) 

4 Order for Appearance of Parties Interested. 

Filed September 16, 1899. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, Sitting as a Dis¬ 
trict Court. 

In re The Extension of Eleventh Street Northwest. No. 

556. 

Notice is hereby given that the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia, pursuant to the proyisions of an actof Congress approyed 
March 3,1899, entitled “An aet to extend S Street, in the District of 
Columbia, and for other purposes,” have filed a petition in this court 
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JOHN B. WIGHT ET AL. VS. EUGENE BYRNES ET AL. 3 

praying the condemnation of tlie land reąuired for the extension of 
Eleyenth Street northwest on a, straight extension of the lines 
thereof as now established in the city of Washington, with a width 
of ninety feet, from Florida avenue to Harvard Street, and tl ien.ce, 
with the same width and in a straight linę, to Lydecker ayenne, 
joining said avenue with its center linę opposite the 
the center linę of Eslin avenue, as shown on a piat or map 
prepared by said Commissioners and annexed to their said 
petition and marked “ Exhibit D. 0. No. 1; ” and praying also that 
a jury be summoned by the marshal, in accordance with the pro- 
yisions of chapter eleven (11) of the Revised Statutes of the United 
States relating to the District of Columbia, to ascertain the damages 
for and in respect of the land proposed to be condemned for the ex- 
tension of said Eleventh street, and to assess at least one-half thereof 
against those pieces or parcels of ground abutting that portion of 
the street to be opened and extending to a deptli of two hundred 
feet from the building lines of said Eleventh street as extended. 

It is ordered, this 16th day of September, A. D. 1899, that all per- 
sons interested in the proceedings be, and they are hereby, reąuired 
to appear in this court on or before the 2d day of October, 1899, to 
show cause, if any they have, why the prayer of said petition should 
not be granted and why the proceedings directed in said act of 
Congress should not be taken : 

Proyided a copy of this order be published in the Eyening Star 
and the Washington Times newspapers at least six times, and in the 
Washington Law Reporter once, before the 2d day of Oct., 1899. 

By the court: 

CHAS. C. COLE, 

Asso. Justice. 

5 Marshal's Return of Sernice of Order of September 16,1899. 

Filed October 2,1899. 

In’re Condemnation of Land for the Extension of Eleventh 

Street. No. 556, Dist. Ct. 

Copies of the order of court madę herein Sept. 16,1899, have been 
served on the property-holders in said case on the dates and in the 
manner indicated, viz: 

Sept. 28,1899. W. Holmead, personally. 

“ 26, “ W. II. Saunders, personally. 

“ 30, “ J. T. Lenman, deceased, heirs not found. 

“ 27, “ A. Grant, personally. 

“ 27, “ A. Grant, trustee, personally. 

“ 27, “ G. F. Stone, trustee, personally. 

“ 30, “ L. I. Stanton, not found. 

“ 27, “ F. E. Pate, personally. 
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C. E. Foster, personally. 

C. C. Bryan, personally. 

J. Rudden, personally. 

J. Connor, personally. 

E. P. Goodrick, personally. 

[M. C. Mattingly]* (Francis W. Baker, present owner). 
J. H. Sweeney, mailed, Osage, Iowa. 

J. C. Walker, personaliy. 

J. G. Meyers, personally. 

E. Byrnes, personally. 

J. H. Elsworth, not found. 

Ii. W. Porter, personally. 

J. G. Muir, personally. 


T. Outwater, personally. 

C. S. Elliott et al., not found. 

P. Mauro, personally. 

W. C. Duyall, personally. 

R. E. Gernold, personally. 

E. S. Holmes, personally. 

J. G. A. Hullander, not found. 

L. L. Hollandey, not found. 

J. F. Waggaman, mailed, Reform Club, N. Y. 

[F. G. Aukam]* (W. P. Springer, present owner, 
below). 

J. B. Williamson, Jr., personally. 

M. C. Ford, Jr., personally. 

J. J. Albright, mailed, Ellicott sąuare, Buffalo, N. Y. 
[J. M. Morris.]* 

J. Hill, not found. 

H. E. Riggs, personally. 

L. Taylor, not found. 

M. Taylor, not found. 

S. Behrend, not found. 

W. 0’Brien, not found. 

0. C. Kellogg, mailed to Fifth Avenue hotel, N. Y. 
W. P. Springer, personally. 

A. Greenleaf, not found. 

W. B. Fellows, not found. 

A. N. Blanchard, not found. 

A. C. Brainard, not found. 

M. M. Parker, personally. 

B. W. King, not found. 

J. Gibbons, mailed, Baltimore, Md. (Cardinal). 

O. J. Moat, not found. 

L. C. F. Hugo, personally. 


[*Naraes enclosed in brackets erased in copy.J 
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Sept. 27,1899. M. C. Hooker, personally. 

“ 30, “ E. V. Lane, not found. 

“ 26, “ F. B. Brock, personally. 

“ 26, “ C. A. Corey, personally. 

“ 30, “ F. M. Pierce, not found. 

“ 30, “ R. W. Williams, not found. 

“ 30, “ H. Lomax, not found. * 

“ 27, “ D. Catlett, personally. 

“ 26, “ G. Ware, personally. 

“ 27, “ D. Crawford, personally. 

“ 26, “ G. T. Arms, personally. 

u 27, “ T. H. G. Todd, personally. 

“ 29, “ R. Wallach, copy at place of residence. 

u “ “ J. Brown, copy at place of residence. 

“ 28, “ A. J. Sorrells, personally. 

S. P. Grogan. 

“ 27, “ C. Newell, personally. 

“ 30, “ E. R. Cooper, not found. 

" 26, “ J. W. Morris, personally. 

“ 11 “ List. of Col., personally on John B. Wight, Pres. Bd. 

Comnfrs. 

“ 27, “ C. M. Carter, personally. 

“ “ “ W. W. Gibson, personally. 

“ “ “ D. Ed rnund, personally. 

u 30, “ A. R. Ruffin, not found. 

[A. J. Miller.]* 

“ 30, « W. W. McKalt, not found. 

“ 27, “ T. R. Strothers, personally. 

“ 27, « C. H. Ware, personally. 


Sept. 26,1899. W. Nordlinger, personally. 

“ “ “ M. Faherty, personall}^. 

“ 27, “ J. T. Thurston, personally. 

“ 27, “ C. P. Scott, personally. 

" 30, “ T. Fields, not found. 

“ 26, “ L. M. Saunders, personally. 

“ 27, u A. S. Johnson, personally. 

“ [27]* “ [E. B. Olmstead] (Miranda W. Fuller, present owner). 

“ 30, “ C. E. Voheland, not found. 

“ 30, “ H. C. Machette, not found. . 

“ 30, “ A. G. Machette, not found. 

“ 26, “ W. D. West, personally. 

“ 27, “ G. C. Johnson, personally. 

“ 28, “ D. S. Williamson, personally. 

[E. H. Booth]* (M. V. Hixson, present owner). 

[* Names and dates enclosed in brackets erased in copy.] 
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26,1899. 

ii 

28, “ 

ii 
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A. L. White, mailed, 115 Broadway, N. Y. 

E. J. McCubbin, not fonnd. 

W. M. Stuart, personally. 

T. B. Saunders, not found. 

A. Lambert, mailed, Oakland, Garrett Co., Md. 

S. D. Lincoln, personally. 

A. Nortli, not found. 

H. E. Gasch, personally. 

C. Mytinger, not found. 

J. Seibel, personally. 

W. P. Kellogg, mailed, Fifth Ayenue hotel, N. Y. 

F. Cotton, mailed, The Chestnut, Riyerdale, N. Y. 

A. M. Cocks, mailed, Mianus, Conn. 

N. A. Poole, personally. 

W. J. Leishear, personally. 

E. D. Berry, not found. 

R. B. Barę, personally. 

P. Pulsifer, Jr., mailed, 16 Drummond St., Auburn, 
N. Y. 

M. C. Sulliyan, not found. 

S. A. Reeves, personally. 

J. JB. Laybrook, not found. 

M. C. Spelhouse, personally. 

I. W. Nordlinger, personally. 

J. L. Blout, personally. 

H. F. Samstag, mailed, New York, N. Y. 

G. S. Cooper, personally. 

A. J. Miller, mailed, 58 Pine St., N. Y. 

J. Laing, not found. 

W. G. Gray, not found. 

A. B. Prigg, not found. 

S. J. Cunningham, personally. 

F. A. Dailey, not found. 

S. A. Duehesne, personally. 

R. P. Fletcher, not found. 

W. Lampson, mailed, Jefferson, Ohio. 

S. C. Loyejoy, mailed, Rockland, Maine. 

C. J. Mehoff, personally. 

S. N. Mackenzie, not found. 

EL A. Pixton, not found. 

Max Grief, not found. 

Córa Behrend, mailed, 355 Broadway, N. Y. 

W. J. Faith, not found. 


A. D. Prince, personally. 

Max Luchs, deceased, personally on Julia Luchs, sole 
heir. 

C. S. Bundy, personally. 
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R. F. Elliott, not found. 

G. J. Mueller, personally. 

J. W. Schaefer, personally. 

T. R. Willey, personally. 

E. G. Jefferys, personally. 

E. J. Jeffreys.]* 

'VTary S. Logan, mailed, Chicago, III. 

John Sherman, personally on M. M. Parker, agent. 
A. M. Hoyt, mailed, No. 1 Broadway, N. Y. 

J. D. Simmons, personally. 

Samuel Ross, personally. 

Robert B. Brown, personally. 

Miranda W. Fuller, personally. 

M. Y. Idixson, personally. 

Francis W. Baker, personally. 


Where the party was not to be found in tlie District of Columbia, 
a copy of said order was mailed to the last known address of said 
party, enclosed in a postpaid official enyelope. 

AULICK PALMER, 

U. S. Marshal. 

R. 


Sept. 30, 1899. 


11 Memorandum. 

Proof of publication of said order in The Eyening Star, The Wash¬ 
ington Times, and Washington Law Reporter filed. 

Order Directing Marshal to Summon Jary. 

Filed Noyember 10, 1899. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, Holding a District 

Court for said District. 

In re The Extension of Eleventh Street Northwest. No. 556. 

On consideration of the petition of the Commissioners of the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia, filed herein, and it appearing to the court that 
the notice heretofore ordered herein has been duły published, it is, 
this lOth day of Noyember, A. D. 1899, on motion of counsel for 
said Commissioners, ordered that the United States marshal for the 
District of Columbia summon a jury of seyen (7) judicious, dis- 
interested men, not related to any party interested in this proceed- 
ing, to be and appear upon the premises described in the petition 
herein on a day specified, to assess the damages, if any, which each 
owner of land may sustain by reason of the extension of Eleyenth 
Street northwest on a straight extension of the lin es thereof as no w 
established in the city of Washington,, with a width of ninety.(90) 


[* Names enclosed in brackets erased in copy.] 
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feet, from Florida avenue to Haryard Street, and thence, with 

12 the same width and in a straight linę, to Lydecker avenue, 
joining said ayenne with its center linę opposite the center 

linę of Eslin ayenue, as prayed in said petition; and of the 
aniount found due and awarded damages by said jury in respect 
of the land eondemned for the extension of said Eleyenth Street 
at łeast one-half tliereof shall be assessed by said jury against those 
pieces or parcels of ground abutting that portion of the Street to 
be opened and extending to a depth of two hundred (200) feet 
from the building lines of said Eleventh Street as exteńded ; and 
to further proceed in accordance with the act of Congress approyed 
March 3,1899, entitled “An act to extend S Street, in the District 
of Columbia, and for other purposes.” 

By the court: 

A. B. HAGNER, 

Asso. Justice. 

Exceptions to Instructions of Justice Hagner to Jury. 

Filed December 16,1899. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, Holding a Dis¬ 
trict Court. 

In re The Extension of Eleventh Street N. W. 

1. Now comes the respondent, Charles S. Bundy, in his own 

proper person, and says that he is the owner of lots 

13 No. 9 and 11, in błock No. 12, in Todd & Brown’s sub. of 
Mount Pleasant and Pleasant Plains, as the same appears of 

record in the county records of the surveyor’s office of the District 
of Columbia. 

2. That said lots are less than 200 feet distant from Eleyenth 
Street extension, on the east side thereof, and are therefore within 
the area assessable or taxable for so-called benefits for and on account 
of the opening of said Eleyenth street under and by yirtue solely of 
the instructions to the jury in this proceeding of the Honorable A. B. 
Hagner, a justice of this court; to which instructions he hereby 
takes exceptions, as follows: 

3. Respondent excepts to the first of said instructions, for that 
thereby the said jury is instructed, in substance and effect, that they 
should ąssess at least one-half the damages found due and awarded 
in respect of the land eondemned in this proceeding against the 
pieces or parcels of ground situate and lying along the building lines on 
each side of Eleyenth Street extended and running back from said 
building lines to a depth of two hundred feet. 

4. And respondent further excepts to the first of said instructions, 
for that the same is contrary to the statute for this case madę and 
proyided, to wit, sec. 3 of the act of Congress entitled “An act to ex- 
tend S street, in the District of Columbia, and for other purposes,” 
approyed March 3,1899. 
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5. And for a morę explicit ground of his said exceptions respond¬ 
ent says that his aforesaid lots are not among “ those pieces 

14 or parcels of ground abutting that portion of the said Street 
to be opened,” but lie many feet distant therefrom, and are 

abutting another and different Street, to wit, Bismarck Street, and' 
the same are not therefore liable by yirtue of said act of Congress 
to be assessed in respect of the damages to the land condemned for 
the extension of said Eleventh Street. 

And your respondent prays that he may have all the benefit of 
his said exceptions in this proceeding, and that he may have sucli 
other and further relief in the premises as the naturę of the case 
may reąuire. 

CHARLES S. BUNDY, P P. 

OhjecMons to Any Assessments of Lots 9 and 11. 

Filed December 16, 1899. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, Holding a District 

Court. 

In re The Extension oe Eleventh Street N. W. 

1. Now comes the respondent, Charles S. Bundy, in his own proper 
person, and says that he is the owner of lots No. 9 and 11, in błock 
No. 12, in Todd & Brown’s sub. of Mount Pleasant and Pleasant 
Plains, as the same appears of record in the county records of the 
surveyor’s office of the District of Columbia. 

15 2. That said lots have eacli afrontage of 50 ft. on Bismarck 
Street —soutli side thereof—and are less than 200 feet distant 

from Eleventh Street extended and on the east side thereof, and are 
therefore within the area assessable or taxable for so-called benefits 
for the opening of said Eleyenth Street, whereas the extension of 
said Street as proposed will in no way benefit either of said lots, and 
is liable to materially depreciate the value of lot 9 aforesaid. 

3. That the jury should take into consideration the situation of 
said lots and should make no assessments thereon for the reason 
that they will receiye no benefits from the opening of said Eleyenth 
street. 

4. That there is already pending in this court, to wit, cause No. 
555, entitled “ In re the extension of Sherman ayenue,” wherein this 
respondent is also a defendant, and wherein it is proposed, under 
color of lav» T , to assess upon the same lots, No. 9 and 11, in błock 12, 
aforesaid, so-called benefits for the widening of Sherman avenue, 
and therefore to also assess said lots in this cause for so-called bene¬ 
fits for the extension of Eleyenth. street will be a double assessment 
and for which this respondent receiyes no consideration. 

5. That the extension of Eleyenth street gives no additional ease- 
ment to either of said lots, they already having fuli and conyenient 
access to and from the city of Washington by way of Sherman aye¬ 
nue aforesaid, and the extenśion of Eleyenth street will in no way 

2—1039a 








' 10 JOHN B. WIGHT ET AL. VS. EUGENE BYRNES ET AL. 

give them a better easement or access than that which they now 
enjoy. 

16 6. That the laying of iwo assessinents upon the aforesaid lots 
to pay for damages for property taken for the extension of 

Eleyenth Street and for the widening of Sherman ayenue, and claim- 
ing that such assessinents are for the benefit of snch lots, is excessive 
taxation and are indirect taking of priyate property for public use 
without compensation to the respondent. 

CHARLES S. BUNDY, P. P. 

lustructions to Jury by Justice Hagner. 

Filed January 10,1900. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, Holding a Bis¬ 
tr i ct Court. 

In re Extension of Eleventh Street. No. 556. 

The jury are instructed that in estimating the damage done to 
the owner of land through which said Eleyenth Street will pass by 
reason of the extension and opening of same they are not confined 
to the yalue of the land coyered or actually taken by such street, 
but should allow such owner a reasonable amount for theklirect 
damage done to the remaining part of such piece or parcel of land. 

Therefore if they find, by reason of the extension and 

17 opening of said Eleyenth street, it will be necessary to make 
deep cuts through such property, leaying the adjoining parts 

of the same land high above the contemplated grade of said street, 
which in their opinion will be of great damage and injury to such 
adjoining land or to any buildings thereon, unless sufficiently pro- 
tected, then in estimating the damages to be awarded they should 
take into consideration the condition in which the remaining part 
of the land is łeft by reason of the extension and opening of said 
street, and also the cost of protecting such part of the land adjoin¬ 
ing such cut and the buildings thereon, if any, and make an ailow- 
ance aeeordingly. 

The aboye instruction is given. 

A. B. HAGNER. 

10 Juiy, 1900. 

Commissioners except. 

Filed January 10,1900. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, Holding a Dis¬ 
trict Court. 

In re Extension of Eleventh Street. 

The jury are further instructed by the court— 
Exeeption That in estimating the yalue of land taken for the 
by D. C. extension of Eleyenth street, the jury are to make no 
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allowance for damages which may result from any 
Refused. change of the grade when the Street may hereafter be 
actually opened by the authorities. 

The Commissioners exeept. 

18 The jury are not at liberty, in establishing the damages to 
be allowed for land taken for the extension of Eleventh 

Street, to allow as part of such damages any sum of money as and 
for the cost of a retaining wali to support the land abutting said 
Street, although such retaining wali may, in their 
Granted. judgment, become necessary b.ecause of a change of 
grade of the land in the linę of the proposed street 
which may be madę when the authorities actually open said street. 

In estimating the yalue of any house or other improyements 
which may be taken for the extension of Eleventh street, the jury 
are instructed to allow the present yalue of such build- 
Granted. ings or improyements, in their present condition, and 
not such sum of money which may, in their opinion, 
be necessary to enable the owner thereof to reproduce such house or 
other improyement, in the same place or elsewhere, at the time of 
taking or at any time thereafter. 

The jury are instructed that the measure of damages for any in- 
juries to any piece or parcel of land, part whereof is 
Exception taken for the extension of Eleventh street, is the dę¬ 
by D. C. preciation of the market yalue of the remaining 

portion of such lot or parcel of land caused by such 
Refused. injuries, and such injuries must be susceptible of 
proof and capable of approximate measurement; they 
cannot be merely speculatiye or contingent. 

The Commissioners, by counsel, except. 

(Passing of title.) 

19 Memorandum. 

February 20,1900.—Yerdict of jury of seven filed. 

Exception of Charles M. Carter to Assessment on Lot 14, BI. 22. 

Filed March 5,1900. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

In re Extension of Eleventh Street N. W. No. 556, District 

Docket. 

The respondent, Charles M. Carter, by his attorney, Glen W. 
Cooper, hereby excepts to the yerdict of the jury which assessed part 
— lot 14, in błock No. 22, Todd and Browifs subdiyision of part of 
Pleasant Plains, in the sum of $788 for so-called benefits to said 
lot from the prospectiye futurę opening of llth street N. W., and 
objects to the confirmation of said assessment. 

GLEN W. COOPER, 
Attorney for Charles M. Cooper. 


March 5,1900. 


32 
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20 Order Nisi. 

Filed Mareh 19, 1900: 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, Holding a District 

Court for said District. 

In re The Entension of Eleyenth Street Northwest. No. 556. 

It appearing to the court that on the sixteenth day of Febru- 
ary, A. D. 1900, there was filed herein the yerdict and award of 
the jury summoned by the marshal under the order heretofore 
passed herein to ascertain and award the damages which eacli owner 
of land may sustain for and in respect of the land condemned and 
taken for the extension of Eleyenth Street northwest on a straight 
extension of the lines thereof, as no w established in the city of Wash¬ 
ington, with a width of ninety feet, from Florida avenue to Haryard 
Street, and tłience with the same width and in a straight linę to 
Lydecker ayenue, joining said avenue with its center lilie opposite 
the center linę of Eslin avenue, as shown on the piat or map filed 
herein with the petition of the Commissioners of the District of Co¬ 
lumbia ; and to assess one-half of the amount found due and awarded 
as damages for and in respect of the land condemned for the exten- 
sion of said Eleyenth Street, against those pieces or parcels of ground 
abutting that portion of the Street to be opened, and extending to a 
depth of two hundred feet from the building lines of said Eleyenth 
Street as extended; and that in and by said yerdict said jury has 
found due and awarded as and for damages for and in respect of the 
land condemned herein, shown on the aforesaid piat or map, as fol- 
lows: The following parts of lots in błock 47 of Holmead manor, in- 
ełuded within the lines of Eleyenth Street extended, viz: Part of lot 
6, five thousand nine hundred and thirty-five ($5,935) dollars. Part 
of lot 7, one thousand three hundred and eighty-four ($1,384) dollars. 
Part of lot 19, two thousand seven hundred and sixty ($2,760) dol- 
łars. Part of lot 20, five thousand two hundred and forty ($5,240) 
dollars. Part of lot 21, one thousand six hundred and thirty-six 
($1,636) dollars; and damage to house on said lot, four thousand 
($4,000) dollars. Part of sublot 39, three hundred and forty-six 
($346) dollars; and damage to house on said lot, three thousand 
($3,000) dollars. Part of sublot 40, one thousand three hundred and 
fifty-five ($1,355) dollars; and damage to house on said lot, seven 
thousand eight hundred ($7,800) dollars. Part of sublot 41, one 
thousand eight hundred and eighty-five ($1,885) dollars; and dam¬ 
age for house on said lot, seven thousand eight hundred ($7,800) 
dollars. The following parts of lots in błock 20 of Columbia Heights 
subdivision, incłuded within the lines of Eleyenth street extended, 
viz: Part of lot 3, three thousand five hundred and twenty-one 
($3,521) dollars. Part of lot 4, five thousand two hundred and nine- 
teen ($5,219) dollars. Part of lot 5, nine hundred and thirty-six 
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($936) dollars. Part of lot 15, eight hundred and eighty-nine ($889) 
dollars; and damage to stable on said lot, three hundred ($300) dol¬ 
lars. Part of lot 16, five thousand eight hundred and fifty-four 
($5,854) dollars. Part of lot 17, four thousand hve hundred and 
sixty-three ($4,563) dollars. Part of lot 18, eighty-five ($85) dollars. 
The foliowing parts of lots in błock 21 of Columbia Heights subdi- 
yision, included within the lines of Eleventh street extended, viz: 
Part of lot. 1, four thousand nine hundred and thirty-two ($4,932) 
dollars. Part of lot 2, one ($1) dollar. Part of lot 17, one thousand 
three hundred and thirty-seven ($1,337) dollars. Ali of lot 18, four 
thousand two hundred and ninety-seven ($4,297) dollars. Part of 
sublot 22, two thousand two hundred and thirty«seven ($2,237) dol¬ 
lars. The following parts of lots in błock 23 of Columbia Heights 
subdivision, included within the lines of Eleyenth street extended, 
viz: Part of lot 5, four thousand nine hundred and fifty-four ($4,954) 
dollars. Part of sublot 17, seven hundred and forty-one ($741) dol¬ 
lars. Part of sublot 20, one thousand four hundred and thirty- 
seven ($1,437) dollars. Part of sublot 21, two hundred and eleven 
($211) dollars; and damage to house on said lot,six hundred($600) 
dollars. The following parts of lots in błock 24 of Columbia Heights 
subdiyision, included within the lines of Eleyenth street extended, 
viz: Part of lot 29, one thousand and ninety-nine ($1,099) dollars. 
Part of lot 30, one thousand two hundred and fifty-three ($1,253) 
dollars. The following parts of lots in błock 25 of Columbia Heights 
subdiyision, included within the lines of Eleyenth street extended, 
viz : Part of lot 1, two thousand six hundred and forty-six ($2,646) 
dollars. Part of lot 26, one thousand six hundred and twenty-six 
($1,626) dollars. The following parts of lots in błock 26 of Colum¬ 
bia Heights subdiyision, included within the lines of Eleyenth street 
extended, viz: Part of lot 1, three thousand two hundred and sev- 
enty-eight ($3,278) dollars. Part of lot 25, two thousand seven 
hundred and nine ($2,709) dollars. The following parts of lots in 
błock 27 of Columbia Heights subdiyision, included within the lines 
of Eleyenth street extended, viz: Part of lot. 1, five thousand seyen 
hundred and twenty-six ($5,726) dollars; grade damages, two thou¬ 
sand five hundred ($2,500) dollars. Partof lot 30, five thousand and 
thirty ($5,030) dollars; grade damages, one thousand four hundred 
and sixty-nine ($1,469) dollars. The following parts of lots in błock 
28 of Columbia Heights subdiyision, included within the lines of 
Eleyenth street extended, viz: Part of lot 1, ten thousand nine hun¬ 
dred and sixty ($10,960) dollars; grade damages, six thousand three 
hundred ($6,300) dollars. Part of lot 16, eight thousand three hun¬ 
dred and seventv-four ($8,374) dollars; grade damages, six thousand 
three hundred ($6,300) dollars. The following lots and parts of lots 
in Todd and Brown’s subdiyision, included within the lines of Eley¬ 
enth street extended, viz: Part of lot 6, błock 11, eight hundred and 
fifty-two ($852) dollars. Ali of lot 7, błock 11, four thousand two 
hundred and fifteen ($4,215) dollars; and damage for house on said 
lot, three thousand ($3,000) dollars. Part of lot 6, błock 12, five 
thousand five hundred and forty-seyen ($5,547) dollars. Part of lot 
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7, błock 12, fiye thousand two hundred and eight ($5,208) dollars. 
Part of lot 8, błock 12, two hundred and twenty-nine ($229) dol¬ 
lars. Part of lot 5, błock 13, two thousand four hundred and 
fifty-three ($2,453) dollars. Ali óf lot 6, błock 13, three thousand 
nine hundred and nineteen ($3,919) dollars. Part of lot 7, błock 
13, five thousand one hundred and sixty-one ($5,161) dollars. Part 
of lot 8, błock 13, four ($4) dollars. Part of lot 4, błock 14, one 
thousand two hundred and eighty-two ($1,282) dollars. Ali of 
lot 5, błock 14, four thousand two hundred and fifty-two ($4,252) 
dollars. Ali of lot 6, błock 14, three thousand two hundred and 
five ($3,205) dollars. Part of lot 7, błock 14, two thousand eight 
hundred and fifty-two ($2,852) dollars. Part of lot 4, błock 15, five 
thousand six hundred and four ($5,604) dollars. Part of lot 5, błock 
15, two thousand eight hundred and thirty-seven ($2,837) dollars. 
Part of lot 4, błock 16, one thousand three hundred and twenty 
($1,320) dollars. Part of lot 5, błock 16, eight thousand and ninety- 
two ($8,092) dollars. Part of lot 6, błock 16, five thousand one hun¬ 
dred and ninety-fiye ($5,195) dollars. Part of lot 11, błock 16, two 
hundred and sixty-six ($266) dollars. Part of lot 5, błock 17, three 
thousand nine hundred and eleyen ($3,911) dollars. Part of lot 6, 
błock 17, five thousand two hundred and twenty ($5,220) dollars. 
Part of lot 7, błock 17, three hundred and forty-two ($342) dollars. 
Part of lot 9, błock 17, one thousand two hundred and fifty-two 
($1,252) dollars. Part of west half of lot 11, błock 17, two thousand 
one hundred and sevent} r -nine ($2,179) dollars; and damage for 
houses on said lot, two thousand two hundred ($2,200) dollars. 
Part of east half of lot 11, błock 17, one hundred and eighty-nine 
($189) dollars. Ali of sublot 20, błock 17, one thousand four hun¬ 
dred and twenty ($1,420) dollars. Ali of sublot 21, błock 17, one 
thousand four hundred and twenty ($1,420) dollars. xlll of sublot 
22, błock 17, one thousand four hundred and twenty ($1,420) dollars. 
Partof lot 5, błock 18, four thousand ($4,000) dollars. The unsubdi- 
vided tract bounded by Florida avenue, Todd and Brown’s subdi- 
yision, Columbia Heights subdiyision and the east linę of Eleventh 
Street extended, twenty-two thousand two hundred and seventy 
($22,270) dollars; damage to frame house, one thousand five hun¬ 
dred ($1,500) dollars; damage from grading, damage to brick resi- 
dence, etc.,ełeyen thousand seven hundred and seventy-nine ($11,779) 
dollars. And that in and by said yerdict said jury bas assessed one- 
half of the aforesaid amount found due and awarded as and for 
damages against the following pieces or parcels of land shown on 
the piat or map annexed to the petition in this cause, as foliows: 
Against the following pieces or parcels of land contained in błock 
47, Hołmead manor, viz: Part of lot 6, described as folio ws: Begin- 
ning at the northwest corner of said lot, thence north 66° 15' east 
6/2 feet; thence south 10° 38' east to the east linę of lot 7, thence 
26.43 feet to beginning, Eugene Byrnes, owner, one ($1) dollar. Ali j 
of lot 2, Edward P. Goodrich, owner, three hundred and. nineteen 
($319) dollars. East half by its depth of lot 3, Mary C. Mattingly, 
owner, one hundred and sixty-three dollars ($163). West half of lot 
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3, Joseph H. Sweney, owner, three hundred and twenty-fiye ($325) 
dollars. Lot 4, John 0. Walker, owner, nine hundred ($900) dol- 
lars. Part of lot 7, described as follows: Beginning at the northeast 
corner of said lot and — south 23° 45' east 26.43 feet, thence south 
10° 38' east to Whitney Aye., thence south 66° 15' west 22 feet, 
thence northwest along westerly linę of lot 7 150 feet, thence to 
beginning, James H. Ellsworth, owner, one thousand and sixteen 
($1,016) dollars. Lot 8, east half by its depth, Herbert W. Porter, 
owner, fiye hundred ($500) dollars. West half of lot 8 by its depth, 
John G. Muir, owner, four hundred ($400) dollars. Lot 9, Wm. Hol- 
mead and W. H. Saunders, owners, seven hundred and fifty ($750) 
dollars. Lot 10, Wm. Holmead and W. H. Saunders, owners, five 
hundred and twenty-five ($525) dollars. Part of lot 11, described as 
follows: Beginning at the southeast corner of said lot, thence 23° 45' 
west 144.6 feet, thence south 10° 38' east to Whitney Aye., thence 
north 66° 15' east 33.38 feet to the beginning, Wm. Holmead and 
W. H. Saunders, owners, ninety-seven ($97) dollars. Part of lot 15, 
described as follows: Beginning at the southeast corner of said lot, 
thence south 66° 15' west 49.15 feet, thence north 10° 38' west to 
Lydecker Ave., thence north 66° 15' east 14.16 feet, thence to begin¬ 
ning, Wm. Holmead and W. IL. Saunders, owners, one hundred and 
ninety ($190) dollars. Lot 16, Wm. Holmead and W. IL. Saunders, 
owners, five hundred and twenty-fiye ($525) dollars. Lot 17, John 
T. Lenman, owner, seven hundred and fifty ($750) dollars. Lot 18, 
John T. Lenman, owner, nine hundred ($900) dollars. Part of lot 
19, described as follows: Beginning at the northwest corner of said 
lot, thence southeast along its west linę 150 feet, thence north 66° 15' 
east 4.2 feet, thence north 10° 38' west to Lydecker Ave., thence south 
66° 15' west 41.22 feet, G. F. Stone and A. Grant, trustees, four hun¬ 
dred and twenty-seven ($427) dollars. Part of lot 21, described as 
follows: Beginning at the Southwest corner of said lot, thence along 
south and east lines to Lydecker Ave., thence south 66° 15' west 16.42 
feet, thence south 10° 38' east to west linę of said lot, thence to begin¬ 
ning, Fannie E. Pate, owner, six hundred and twenty ($620) dollars. 
Lot 22, Chas. E. Foster, owner, seven hundred and eighty-eiglit dol¬ 
lars ($788). Lot 23, Chas. O. Bryan, owner, four hundred and 
eighty-six ($486) dollars. Lot 24, J. Rudden and J. Connor, trustees, 
fifty-five ($55) dollars. Sublot 25, J. Rudden and J. Connor, trustees, 
sixty-one ($61) dollars. Sublot 26, J. Rudden and J. Connor, trustees, 
eighty-three ($83) dollars. Sublot 27, J. Rudden and J. Connor, trus¬ 
tees, fifty-three ($53) dollars. Sublot 28, J. Rudden and J. Connor, 
trustees, eight ($8) dollars. Part of sublot 37, described as follows: 
Beginning at the northwest corner of said lot, thence south 23° 45' 
east 84 feet, thence north 10° 38' west to alley, thence to beginning, 
J. Rudden and J. Connor, trustees, twenty-four ($24) dollars. Sublot 
38, J. Rudden and J. Connor, trustees, seventy-six ($76) dollars. 
Part of sublot 39, described as follows: Beginning at the Southwest 
corner of said lot, thence nórth 66° 15' east 16.67 feet, thence north 
23° 45' west to alley, thence 66° 15' Southwest 4.39 feet, thence south 

10° 38' east to west side of lot, thence to beginning, V. Anderson 

* 
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and L. H. Meyers, owners, two hundred and ninety ($290) dollars. 
Part of sublot 40, described as follows: Beginning at tlie Southwest 
eorner, thence north 23° 45' west 9.54 feet, thence norfch 10° 38' west 
to east łine of lot, thence south 23° 45' east to Lydecker Ave., thence 
to beginning, Y. Anderson and J. II. Meyers, owners, one hundred and 
one ($101) dollars. Part of sublot 41, described as^ follows: Begin¬ 
ning at the south east eorner, thence north 23° 45' west 9.54 feet, 
thence south 10° 38'- east to Lydecker Ave., thence to beginning, Y. 
Anderson and J. II. Meyers, owners, two ($2). dollars. Against the 
foliowing pieces or parcels of land contained in błock 20, Columbia 
Heights subdiyision, viz: Ali of lot 2, Edgar C. Kellogg, owner, 
eight hundred and ninety-one ($891) dollars. Part of lot 3, described 
as follows: Beginning at the southeast eorner, thence west 10.78 
feet, thence north 10°'38' west to rear of lot, thence northeast along 
rear of lot 30.44 feet, thence south along east side of lot to beginning, 
Abner Greenleaf, owner, one hundred and ninety-four ($194) dollars. 
Part of lot 4, described as follows: Beginning at the Southwest cor- 
ner, thence north 40.43 feet, thence south 10° 38' east to Dartmouth 
Street, thence west 7.04 feet to beginning, Wm. B. Fellows, owner, 
one ($1) doi lar. Part of lot 5, described as follows: Beginning at 
the southeast eorner of said lot, thence north 40.43 feet, thence north 
10° 38' west to rear of lot, thence Southwest along rear of lot to its 
west linę, thence south to Dartmouth Street, thence east 50 feet to 
the beginning, Azilit N. Blanchard, owner, eight hundred and twelye 
($812)"dollars. Ali of lot 6, Angelinę C. Brainard, owner, seven hun¬ 
dred and eighty ($780) dollars. " Ali of lot 7, Freeman H. Matt, owner, 
iive hundred and thirty-seyen ($537) dollars. Ali of lot 8, Barrows 
W. King, owner, two hundred and one ($201) dollars. Part of lot 9, 
described as follows: Beginning at the northeast eorner, thence south 
108 feet, thence north 10° 38' west to rear of lot, thence to beginning, 
J. Gibbons, archbishop, owner, thirty-two ($32) dollars. Part of lot 
11, described as follows: Beginning at the southeast eorner, thence 
north 23° 45' west 87 feet, thence south 10° 38' to rear of lot, thence 
to beginning, Tlieron Outwater, owner, twenty-eight ($28) dollars. 
AU of lot 12, Chas. S. Elliott, owner, two hundred and sixty-two 
($262) dollars. Ali of lot 13, Phillip Mauro, owner, fiye hundred 
and nine ($509) dollars. Ali of lot 14, W. C. Duyall, owner, seven 
hundred and eighty ($780) dollars. Part of lot 15, described as fol¬ 
lows : Beginning at the northeast eorner of said lot, thence south 
23° 45' east 64.76 feet, thence south 10° 38' east to south linę of lot, 
thence westwardly along south linę of lot to its west side, thence 
north 23° 45' west 161.29 feet, thence north 66° 15' east 50 feet to 
the beginning, Bosa E. Gerhold, owner, one thousand and fifty-eight 
($1,058) dollars. Part of lot 16, described as follows: Beginning at 
the north west eorner of said lot, thence south 23° 45' east 32.27 feet, 
thence north 10° 38' west to Lydecker Ave., thence to beginning, Ed¬ 
win S. Holmes, owner, seventy-tliree dollars ($73). Part of lot 17, 
described as follows: Beginning at the southeast eorner of said lot, 
thence north 23° 45' west 160.57 feet, thence south 10° 38' east to 
south linę of lot, thence direct to beginning, J. G.. A. Kullander and 
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L. L. Hollanday, owners, two hundred and twenty-nine ($229) dol- 
lars. Ali of lot 18, John F. Waggaman, owner, one thousand two 
hundred and twerity-three ($1,223) dollars. Ali of lot 19, John W. 
Paine, owner, seven hundred and eighty-two ($782) dollars. Ali of 
lot 20, J. B. Williamson, Jr., owner, five hundred and seventy-six 
($576) dollars. Part of lot 21, described as foliowa: Beginning at 
the northeast corner, thence 23° 45' — 55.45', thence south 10° 38' 
east to south linę of lot, thence south westwardly.along south linę 10.7 
feet, thence north 23° 45' west 224.38 feet, thence 66° 15' east 50 feet 
to beginning, Mary F. Ford, Jr., owner, two hundred and thirty- 
seven (237) dollars. Part of lot 22, described as follows: Beginning 
at the north west corner of said lot, thence south 23° 45' east 55.45 
feet, thence north 10° 38' west to Whitney Ave., thence south 66° 15' 
west 12.92 feet, John J. Albright, owner, eleven ($11) dollars. 
Against sublot 23, błock 20, Columbia Heights subdivision, accord- 
ing to resubdiyision by E. C. Kellogg, Edgar C. Kellogg, owner, two 
($2) dollars. Against lot 24 of Edgar C. Kellogg’s subdiyision of 
błock 20, Columbia Heights, and błock 19 of Mt. Pleasant and Pleas- 
ant Plains, Edgar C. Kellogg, owner, twenty-five ($25) dollars. 
Against lot 25 of Edgar C. Kellogg^ subdiyision of part of błock 20, 
Columbia Heights, błock 19, Mt. Pleasant and Pleasant Plains, Ed¬ 
gar C. Kellogg, owner, forty-five ($45) dollars. Against lot 26 of 
Edgar C. Kellogg’s subdiyision of błock 20, Columbia Heights, and 
błock 19, Mt. Pleasant and Pleasant Plains, E. C. Kellogg, owner, 
forty-six ($46) dollars. Against the following lots contained in Ed¬ 
gar C. Kellogg’s subdiyision of parts of błock 20, Columbia Heights, 
and błock 19, Mt. Pleasant and Pleasant Plains, viz: Lot 27, E. C. 
Kellogg, owner, forty-seven ($47) dollars. Lot 28, E. C. Kellogg, 
owner, forty-seven ($47) dollars. Lot 29, E. C. Kellogg, owner, forty- 
.eight ($48) dollars. Lot 30, E. C. Kellogg, owner, forty-eight ($48) 
dollars. Lot 31, E. C. Kellogg, owner, forty-eight ($48) dollars. Lot 
32, E. C. Kellogg, owner, ninety-four ($94) dollars. Against the fol¬ 
lowing lots and parts of lots contained in błock 21, Columbia Heights 
subdiyision, yiz: Part of lot 1, described as follows: Beginning at 
the Southwest corner of said lot, thence north 146 feet, thence south 
10° 38' east to Kenyon street, thence west to beginning, Sarah P. 
Grogan, owner, one hundred and eighty ($180) dollars. Lot 2, Joseph 
H. Sweney, owner, seven hundred and three ($703) dollars. Ali of 
lot 3, Clias. Newell, —, six hundred and twenty-five ($625) dollars, 
Lot 4, Chas. Newell, owner, four hundred and sixty-nine ($469) dol¬ 
lars. Part of lot 5, described as follows: Beginning at the southeasi 
corner of said lot, thence west 24.75 feet, thence north 10° 38' west 
to west linę of lot, thence by the west, north, and east linę- of said lot 
to place of beginning, Eliza R. Cooper, owner, one hundred and 
eighty-five ($185) dollars. Part of lot 6, described as follows: Be¬ 
ginning at the northeast corner of said lot, thence west 4.46 feet, 
thence south 10° 38' east to east linę of lot, thence to beginning, 
Eliza R. Cooper, owner, two ($2) dollars. Part of lot 13, described 
as follows: Beginning at the southeast corner of said lot, thence west 
4.46 feet, thence north 10° 38' west to Dartmouth street, thence east 
3—1039a 
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83.97 feet, thence to beginning, Oryille J. Moat, owner, ninety ($90) 
dollars. Ali of lot 14, L. C. F. Hugo, owner, four hundred and sixty- 
nine ($469) dollars. Ali of lot 15, Mellen C. Hooker, owner, six hun¬ 
dred and twent 3 r -five ($625) dollars. Ali of lot 16, Edwin V. Lane, 
owner, seven hundred and three ($703) dollars. Part of lot 17, de- 
seribed as foliows: Beginning at the northwest corner of said lot, 
thenee east 19.7 feet, thence south 10° 38' east to south' linę of lot, 
thence along south linę to west linę, thence to beginning, F. B. Brock, 
owner, six hundred and forty-six ($646) dollars. Part of sublot 22, 
described as folłows: Beginning on the south side of Dartmouth Street 
at 511.25 feet from 13th Street, thence south 10° 38' east to south linę 
of sublot 22, thence east to east Linę, thence along east linę to Dart¬ 
mouth Street, thence west 28 feet to beginning, Chas. A. Corey, owner, 
two hundred and fifty-one ($251) dollars. Against the following lots 
contained in błock 21, Columbia Heights subdiyision, and of błock 
18, Todd and BrowiPs subdiyision, being a resubdiyision by L. R. 
Lipscomb of lot 6, błock 21, Columbia Heights, lot 19, błock 18, Todd 
and BrowiPs subdiyision, viz: Lot 20, Frederick M. Price, owner, 
three hundred and forty-nine ($349) dollars. Lot 21, Frederick M. 
Price, owner, four hundred and nineteen ($419) dollars. Against 
the following lots and parts of lots contained in błock 22, Columbia 
Heights subdiyision, viz: Partof lot 1, described as follows: Begin¬ 
ning at the south east corner of said lot, thence west 35.7 feet, thence 
north 10° 38' west to north linę of said lot, thence east 110.85 feet, 
thence to beginning, Alfred L. Wbite, owner, three hundred and 
forty-four ($344) dollars. Part of lot 11, described as follows : Be¬ 
ginning at the northeast corner of said lot, thence west 12.82 feet, 
thence south 10° 38' east to east linę of lot, thence to beginning, 
John W. Morris, owner, thirteen ($13) dollars. Part of lot 12, de¬ 
scribed as follows: Beginning at the northwest corner of said lot, 
thence south 67.6 feet, thence south 10° 38' east to south linę of lot, 
thence east 33.21 feet, thence north 156.26 feet, thence west 50 feet 
to beginning, District of Columbia, owner, four hundred and ninety- 
tiye ($495) dollars. Ali of lot 13, District of Columbia, owner, six 
hundred and t\yenty-five ($625) dollars. Ali of lot 14, Chas. M. 
Carter, owner, seven hundred and eighty-eight ($788) dollars. 
Against the following sublots and parts of lots contained in błock 
23, Columbia Heights subdiyision, viz: Part of lot 4, described as 
follows: Beginning at the northeast corner of said lot, thence south 
218.58 feet, thence west 44.64 feet, thence north 10° 38' west to north 
linę of lot, thence to the beginning, W. P. Kellogg and F. Cotton, 
owners, one hundred and forty-four ($144) dollars. Part of lot 5, 
described as follows: Beginning at the northwest corner of said lot, 
thence south 218.58 feet, thence east 158.9 feet, thence north 10° 38' 
west to north linę of lot, thence direct to beginning, W. P. Kellogg 
and F. Cotton, owners, four thousand four hundred and eighty-nine 
($4,489) dollars. Part of lot 17, described as follows: Beginning at 
the northwest corner of said lot, thence east 101 feet, thence south 
10° 38' to south linę of lot, thence by south and west lines of said 
lot to the beginning, Emily D. Berry, owner, seyen hundred and 
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ninety-two ($792) dollars. Part of sablot 20, described as foliows : 
Beginning at the Southwest corner of said lot, thence east 8.54 feet, 
thence north 10° 38' west to west linę of said lot, thence direct to 
beginning, Phebe E. Sharpless, owner, one ($1) dollar. Part of sub- 
lot 21, described as follows: Beginning at the north west corner of 
said lot, thence east 13.23 feet, thence south 10° 38' east to east linę 
of said lot, thence south 45.42 feet, thence west 24.28 feet, thence 
north to beginning, Phebe E. Sharpless, owner, three hundred and 
twenty-seven ($327) dollars. Sublot 22, Phebe E. Sharpless, owner, 
three hundred and one ($301) dollars. Sublot 23, Phebe E. Sharp¬ 
less, owner, two hundred and fifty-one ($251) dollars. Sublot 24, 
Phebe E. Sharpless, owner, two hundred and fifty-one ($251) dollars. 
Sublot 25, Phebe E. Sharpless, owner, two hundred and fifty-one 
($251) dollars. Sublot 26, Phebe E. Sharpless, owner, one hundred 
and ninety-three ($193) dollars. Sublot 27, Phebe E. Sharpless, 
owner, one hundred and fifty-four ($154) dollars. Sublot 28, Phebe 

E. Sharpless, owner, one hundred and sixteen ($116) dollars. Part 
of sublot 29, described as follows: Beginning at the northeast corner 
of said lot, thence west 25 feet, thence south 13.7 feet, thence south 
10° 38' east to east linę of said lot, thence north to beginning, 
Phebe E. Sharpless, owner, sixty ($60) dollars. Part of sublot 30, 
described as follows : Beginning at the northeast corner of said lot, 
thence west 2.58 feet, thence south 10° 38' east to east lina of 
lot, thence to beginning, Phebe E. Sharpless, owner, one ($1) dollar. 
Against the following lots and parts of lots contained in błock 24, 
Columbia Iieights subdiyision, viz: Ali of lot 2, John B. Lybrook, 
owner, three hundred and seventy-five ($375) dollars; of lot 3, the 
east 14.4 feet by its depth, Alfred L. White, owner, eighty-six ($86) 
dollars. The east 14.4 feet by its depth of lot 20, M. M. Parker and 
P. Pulsifer, trustees, eighty-seven ($87) dollars. Ali of lot 21, M. M. 
Parker and P. Pulsifer, trustees, three hundred and seyenty-eight 
($378) dollars. Sublot 27, M. M. Parker and P. Pulsifer, trustees, 
seven hundred and forty-one ($741) dollars. Sublot 28, M. M. Parker 
and P. Pulsifer, trustees, eight hundred and ninety ($890) dollars. 
The west 37.56 feet by its depth of sublot 29, M. M. Parker and 
P. Pulsifer, trustees, eight hundred and fifty-two ($852) dollars. The 
west 82.9 feet by its depth of sublot 30, M. M. Parker and P. Pulsifer, 
trustees, seven iiundred and forty ($740) dollars. Sublot 31, M. M. 
Parker and P. Pulsifer, trustees, nine hundred and twenty-four ($924) 
dollars. Sublot 32, M. M. Parker and P. Pulsifer, trustees, seyen 
hundred and seyenty ($770) dollars. Against the following lots and 
parts of lots contained in błock 25, Columbia Heights subdiyision, 
viz: The west 35.6 feet by its depth of lot 1, William Lampson, 
owner, eight hundred and four ($804) dollars. Ali of lot 2, Samuel 
C. Loyejoy, owner, nine hundred and four ($904) dollars. Ali of lot 
4, Sallie Ń. Mackenzie, three hundred and one ($301) dollars. The 
east 14.40 feet by its depth of lot 5, Henrietta A. Pixton, owner, sixty- 
five ($65) dollars. The east 14.4 feet by its depth of lot 22, Henry 

F. Samstag, owner, sixty-five ($65) dollars. Ali of lot 23, Melita C. 
Spelhouse, owner, three hundred and one ($301) dollars. Ali of lot 
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24, Isaac W. Nordlinger, owner, four hundred and fifty-two ($452) 
dollars. AU of lot 25, Isiah L. Blout, owner, seven hundred and 
fifty-three ($758) dollars. The west 35.6 feet by its depth of lot 26, 
Henry F. Samstag, owner, six hundred and forty-three ($643) dol¬ 
lars. Sublot 34, Leo J. Rosenthal, owner, one hundred and forty- 
three ($143) dollars. Sublot 35, Leo J. Rosenthal, owner, one hun¬ 
dred and forty-three ($143) dollars. Sublot 36, Leo J. Rosenthal, 
owner, one hundred and forty-three ($143) dollars. Against the 
following lots and parts of lots contained in błock 26, Columbia 
Heights subdiyision, viz: The west 35.6 feet by its depth of lot 1, 
Córa Behrend, owner, eight hundred and four ($804) dollars. Ali 
of lot 2, Córa Behrend, owner, one thousand one hundred and thirty 
($1,130) dollars. Ali of lot 3, E. J. Jeffreys and T. R. Willey, owners, 
five hundred and twenty-seven ($527) dollars. Ali of lot 4, E. J. 
Jeffreys and T. R. Willey, owners, three hundred and seventv-seven 
($377) dollars. The east 14.4 feet of lot 5 by its depth, Mary S. 
Logan, owner, eighty-seven ($87) dollars. Tlie east 14.4 feet of lot 

21 by its depth, Max Grief, owner, sixty-five ($65) dollars. Ali of 
lot 22, Córa Behrend, owner, three hundred and one ($301) dollars. 
AU of lot 23, Felix S. Rosenthal, owner, four hundred and fifty-two 
($452) dollars. Ali of lot 24, Abraham D. Prince, owner, nine hun¬ 
dred and four ($904) dollars. The west 35.6 feet of lot 25 by its 
depth, Max Luchs, owner, eight hundred and four ($804) dollars. 
Against the following lots and parts of lots contained in błock 27, 
Columbia Heights subdiyision, viz: The west 36.6 feet of lot 1 by 
its depth, John Sherman and A. M. Hoyt, owners, one thousand five 
hundred and seventeen ($1,517) dollars. Ali of lot 2, John Sherman 
and A. M. Hovt, owners, two thousand one hundred and thirty 
($2,130) dollars. Ali of lot 3, John Sherman and A. M. Hoyt, owners, 
one thousand eight hundred and eleven ($1.811) dollars. Ali of lot 
4, John Sherman and A. M. Hoyt, owners, one thousand eight hun¬ 
dred and eleyen ($1,811) dollars. The east 14.4 feet by its depth of 
lot 5, John Sherman and A. M. Hoyt, owners, five hundred and 
twenty-one ($521) dollars. The east 14.4 feet of lot 26 by its depth, 
John Sherman and A. M. Hoyt, owners, five hundred and twenty- v 
one ($521) dollars. Ali of lot 27, John Sherman and A. M. Hoyt, 
owners, one thousand eight hundred and ten ($1,810) dollars. Lot 
28, John Sherman and A. M. Hoyt, owners, one thousand eight hun¬ 
dred and ten ($1,810) dollars. Ali of lot 29, John Sherman and 
A. M. Hoyt, owners, two thousand one hundred and thirty ($2,130) 
dollars. The west 35.6 feet of lot 30 by its depth, John Sherman 
and A. M. Hoyt, owners, one thousand five hundred and seyenteen 
($1,517) dollars. Against the following lots and parts of lots con¬ 
tained in błock 28, Columbia Heights subdiyision, viz: The west 
85.6 feet of lot 1, John Sherman and A. M. Hoyt, owners, four thou¬ 
sand six hundred and eighty-seven ($4,687) dollars. Ali of lot 2, 
John Sherman and A. M. Hoyt, owners, four thousand seyen hun¬ 
dred and sizty-nine ($4,769) dollars. The east 14.4 feet of lót 3 by 
its depth, John Sherman and A. M. Hoyt, owners, six hundred and 
ninety-seyen ($697) dollars. The east 14.4 feet of. lot 14 by its depth, 
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John Shennan and A. M. Hoyt, owners, six hundred and fifty-seven 
($657) dollars. Ali of lot 15, John Shennan and A. M. Hoyt, owners, 
four thousand five hundred and fifty-nine ($4,559) dollars. The 
west 85.6 feet of lot 16 by its depth, John Slierman and A. M. Hoyt, 
owners, four thousand fłve hundred and ninety-one ($4,591) dollars. 
• Against the foliowing pieces or parcels of ground contained in błock 
11 of Todd and Brown’s subdivision, viz: Part of lot 2, described as 
follows: Beginning at the northwest corner of said lot 2, thence 
north 83° and 23' 18.84 east, thence south to the rear of said lot, 
thence south 83° 23' west, to the east lilie of lot 3, thence west to 
the place of beginning, Bose Wallach and Jesse Brown, owners, 
thirty ($30) dollars. Ali of lot 3, Bose Wallach and Jesse Brown, 
owners, two hundred and forty-four ($244) dollars. Ali of lot 4, 
S. Dana Lincoln, owner, three hundred and nineteen ($319) dollars. 
Ali of lot 5, Julia D. Simmons, owner, four hundred and fifty ($450) 
dollars. Part of lot 6, beginning at the northeast corner of said lot, 
thence south 6° and 37' east, 150 feet to the rear of said lot, thence 
south 83° and 23' west 50 feet to the east linę of llth Street extended, 

' thence north along the east side of llth street to the north linę of 

; lot 6, thence north 83° and 23' east, 32.53 feet to the place of begin- 

: ning, Julia D. Simmons, owner, six hundred and eighty-one ($681) 

i dollars. Against the following lots and parts of lots contained in 

błock 12 of Todd and Brown’s subdivision, viz: Part of lot 2, begin- 
| ning at the Southwest corner of said lot, thence north 6° and 37' 

| west 150 feet to the rear of said lot, thence north 83° and 23' east 

I 43.31 feet, thence south to the south linę of said lot, thence south 83° 

j and 23' west, 25.83 feet to the place of beginning, T. G. H. Todd, 

| owner, one hundred and four ($104) dollars. Ali of lot 3, John W. 

| Shaefer, owner, two hundred and forty-three ($243) dollars. Ali of 

j lot 4, John W. Shaefer, owner, three hundred and eighteen ($318) 

| dollars. Ali of lot 5, Bose Wallach and Jesse Brown, owners, four 

1 hundred and eighty-eight ($488) dollars. Part of lot 6, beginning 

S at the southeast corner of said lot, thence south 83° and 23' west, 

! 25.54 feet to the east side of llth street extended, thence with the 

I east linę of llth street to the rear of said lot, thence north 83° 23' 

| east, 8.06 feet, thence south 6° and 37' east, 150 feet to the beginning, 

I S. Dana Lincoln, owner, two hundred and.fifty-two ($252) dollars. 

1 Part of lot 7, beginning at the southeast corner of said lot, thence 

I south 83° and 23' west, 8.06 feet to the east linę of llth street ex- 
tended, thence with said linę to its intersection with the east linę of 
lot 7, thence south 6° 37' east, 69.08 feet to the place of beginning, 
Bose Wallach and Jesse Brown, owners, twenty-eight ($28) dollars. 
Part of lot 8, beginning at the southeast corner of said lot, thence 
83° 23' west, 50 feet, thence north 6° 37' west to the east linę of llth 
street thence with said linę to the north linę of lot 8, thence north 
83° 23' east, 40.57 feet to the beginning, Bose Wallach and Jesse 
Brown, owners, six hundred and forty ($640) dollars. Ali of lot 9, 
Chas. S. Bundy, owner,. three hundred and thirty-eight ($338) dol¬ 
lars. Ali of lot 10, Bob’t F. Elliott, owner, two hundred and forty- 
three ($243) dollars. Ali of lot 11, Chas. S. Bundy, owner, one hun- 
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dred and forty-six ($146) dollars. Part of lot 12, bęginning at the 
northwest corner of said lot, thence north 83° 23' east, 10.8 feet, 
thence south to the south linę of said lot, thence witli said linę 4.97 
feet to the Southwest corner of said lot, thence north 6° 37' west 50 
feet to the bęginning, Geo. J. Mueller, owner, one ($1) dollar. Part 
of lot 13, bęginning at the northwest corner of said lot, thence north 
83° 23' east 4.97 feet, thence south to intersection with the west 
linę of said lot, thence north 6° 37' west 42.65 feet to the bęginning, 
Bettie Newman, owner, one ($1) dollar. Against the following lots 
and parts of lots eontained in błock 13 of Todd & BrowiPs subdi- 
Yision, viz: Part of lot 1, bęginning at the Southwest corner of said 
lot; thence north 6° 37' west 50 feet, thence north 83° 23' east 23.61 
feet, thence south to the south linę of the said lot, thence south 83° 23' 
west 17.78 feet to the place of bęginning, S. Dana Lincoln, owner, 
one ($1) dollar. Ali of lot 2, Rob’t P. Fletcher, owner, one hundred’ 
and fifty ($150) dollars. Ali of lot 3, S. Dana Lincoln, owner, two 
hundred and sixty-three ($263) dollars. Ali of lot 4, Rosę Wallach 
and Jesse Brown, owners, three hundred and seventy-five ($375) 
dollars. Part of lot 5, bęginning at the southeast corner of said 
lot, thence south 83° 23' west 33.59 feet to the east linę of llth 
Street extended, thence with said linę to the rear of said lot, thence 
north 83° 23' east 16.10 feet, thence south 6° 37' east 150 feet to the 
bęginning, Rosę Wallach and Jesse Brown, owners, four hundred 
and ten ($410) dollars. Part of lot 7, bęginning at the southeast 
corner of said lot, thence south 83° 23' west 16.10 teet to the east 
linę of llth Street extended, thence with said linę to its intersection 
with the east linę of said lot, thence south 6° 37' east 138.15 feet to 
the place of bęginning, Geo. S. Cooper, owner, one hundred and 
eleven ($111) dollars. Ali of lot 8, Rosę Wallach and Jesse Brown, 
owners, six hundred and seventy-four ($674) dollars. Ali of lot 9, 
And rew J. Miller, owner, two hundred and sixty-three ($263) dollars. 
Ali of lot 10, J. Lang and W. G. Gray, owners, one hundred and 
sixtv-eight ($168) dollars. Ali of west 16 feet of lots 11 and 12, 
A. B. Prigg, owner, sixty (.60) cents. Part of 32 feet of lots 11 and 
12, bęginning on the north linę of lot 11,16 feet fromthe northwest 
corner of said lot, thence south 6° 37' east 100 feet to the south linę 
of lot 12, thence north 83° 23' east 25.07 feet, thence north to inter- 
sect with the east side of said part of lots 11 and 12, thence north 
6° 37' west to the north linę of lot 11, thence south 83° 23' west 32 
feet to the bęginning, Nathan A. Poole, owner, one ($1) dollar. Part 
of 16 feet of lots 11 and 12, bęginning at the north linę of lot 11, 
48 feet from the northwest corner of said lot, thence north 83 degrees 
23 minutes east 4.75 feet, thence south to intersect with the west 
linę of the said part of lots 11 and 12, thence north 6° 37' west to 
the bęginning, S. J. Cunningham, owner, forty (.40) cents. Part of 
lot 13, bęginning at the northwest corner of said lot, thence north 
83° 23' east 41.07 feet, thence south to the south linę of said lot, 
thence with said linę 35.26 feet to the Southwest corner of the said 
lot, thence north 6° 37' west 50 feet to the bęginning, Rosę Wallach 
and Jesse Brown, owners, one ($1) dollar. Part of the north half 
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of lot. 14, beginning at the northwest corner of the said part, thence 
north 83° 23' east 35.26 feet, thence south to the south lilie of the 
said part, thence south 83° 23' west 32.35 feet, thence north 6° 37' 
west 25 feet to the beginning, F. A. Daley, owner, one ($1) dollar. 
Part of the south part of lot 14, beginning at the northwest corner 
of the said part, thence north 83° 23' east 32.35 feet, thence south 
to the south linę of the said part, thence south 83° 23' west 29.44' 
feet, thence north 6° 37' west 25 feet to the beginning, Isador 
A. Duchesne, owner, one ($1) dollar. Part of lot 15, beginning 
at the northwest corner of the said lot, thence north 83° 23' 
east 29.44 feet, thence south to the south linę of the said lot, 
thence 83° 23' west 23.61 feet, thence north 6° 37' west 50 feet 
to the beginning, Rosę Wallach and Jesse Brown, owners, one 
($1) dollar. Against the foliowing lots and parts of lots in błock 
14, Todd & Brown’s subdiyision, viz: Part of lot 1, beginning 
at the Southwest corner of said lot, thence north 6° 37' 
21 west 50 feet, thence north 83° 23' east 65.55 feet, thence south 
to the south linę of said lot, thence south 83° 23' west 59.73 
feet to the beginning, S. Dana Lincoln, owner, one ($1) dollar. Ali 
of lot 2, John B. Laybrook, owner, one liundred and fifty ($150) dol- 
lars. Ali of lot 3, S. Dana Lincoln, owner, three liundred ($300) 
dollars. Part of lot 4, beginning at the southeast corner of said lot, 
thence south 83° 23' west 41.64 feet to the east linę of llth street 
extended, thence with said linę to the rear of said lot, thence north 
83° 23' east 24.17 feet, thence south 6° 37' east 150 feet, Rosę Wal¬ 
lach and Jesse Brown, owners, five liundred and nineteen ($519) 
dollars. Part of lot 7, beginning at the southeast corner of said lot, 
thence south 83° 23' west 24.17 feet to the east linę of llth street, 
thence with said linę to the north linę of said lot, thence north 83° 23' 
east 6.70 feet, thence south 6° 37'east 150 feet to the beginning, Rosę 
Wallach and Jesse Brown, owners, two hundred and eight ($208) 
j dollars. Ali of lot 8, Thos. H. G. Todd, owner, fiye hundred and 
twenty-five ($525) dollars. Ali of lot 9, Mary C. Sulliyan, owner, 
two hundred and sixty-three ($263) dollars. Part of lot 10, begin¬ 
ning at the Southwest corner of said lot, thence north 6° 37' west 50 
feet, thence north 83° 23' east 94.67 feet, thence south to the south 
linę of said lot, thence south 83° 23' west 88.85 feet to the beginning, 
Rosę Wallach and Jesse Brown, owners, one ($1) dollar. Part of lot 
11, beginning at the Southwest corner of said lot, thence north 6° 37' 
west 50 feet, thence north 83° 23' east 88.85 feet, thence south to the 
south linę of said lot, thence south 83° 23' west 83.02 feet to the place 
of beginning, Rosę Wallach and Jesse Brown, owners, one ($1) dollar. 
Part of lot 12, beginning at the’ Southwest corner of said lot, thence 
north 6° 37' west 50 feet, thence north 83° 23' east 83.02, thence south 
to the south linę of the said lot, thence south 83° 23' west 77.20 
feet to the beginning, Sewell A.. Reeves (owner of the north half), 
fifty (.50) cents; Nathan A. Poole (owner of the south half), fifty (.50) 
cents. Part of lot 13, beginning at the Southwest corner of said lot, 
thence north 6° 37' west 50 feet, thence north 83° 23' east 77.20 feet, 
thence south to the south linę of said lot, thence south 83° 23' west 
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71.3S feet to the beginning, J. W. Morris, owner, one ($1) dollar. 
Part of lot 14, beginning at the Southwest corner of said lot, thence 
north G° 37' west 50 feet, thence north 83° 23' east 71.38 feet, thence 
south to the south linę of the said lot, thence south 83° 23' west 65.55 
feet to the beginning, Nathan A. Poole, owner, one ($1) dollar. 
Against the following lots and parts of lots contained in błock 15 of 
Todd Brown’s subdiyision, yiz: Part of lot 1, beginning at the 
Southwest corner of said lot, thence north 6° 37' west 50 feet, thence 
north 83° 23' east 91.52 feet, thence south 10° 38' east to the south 
linę of the said lot, thence south 83° 23' west 95.08 to the beginning, 
Rosę Wallach and Jesse Brown, owners, one ($1) dollar. Ali of lot 
2, R. Bruce Barę, owner, two hundred and sixty-three ($263) dollars. 
Ali of lot 3, Jno. W. Morris, owner, six hundred and seventy-five 
($675) dollars. Part of lot 4, beginning at the southeast corner of 
said lot, thence south 83° 23', west 5.44 feet to the east linę of 
Eleyenth Street extended, thence north 10° 38' west with said linę 
to the rear of lot 5, thence north 83° 23' east 16.13 feet, thence south 
6° 37' east 150 feet to the beginning, Rosę Wallach and Jesse Brown, 
owners, one hundred and sixty-two ($162) dollars. Part of lot 5, 
beginning at the southeast corner of said lot, thence south 83° 23' 
west 16.13 feet to east linę of Eleyenth Street extended, thence with 
said linę north 10° 38' west to the north linę of said lot, thence 
north 83° 23' east 26.82 feet, thence south 6° 37' east 150 feet to the 
beginning, Annie M. Oocks, owner, three hundred and twenty-two 
($322) dollars. Ali of lot 6, Rosę Wallach and Jesse Brown, owners, 
six hundred and thirty-eight ($638) dollars. Ali of lot 7, S. Dana 
Lincoln, owner, two hundred and foily-three ($243) dollars. Part of 
lot 8, beginning at the Southwest corner of said lot, thence north 
6° 37' west 50 feet to the north linę of the said lot, thence north 
83° 23' east 73.70 feet, thence south 10° 38' east to the south linę of 
the said lot, thence south 83° 23' west 77.26 feet to the beginning, 
Ayariłla Lambert, owner, one ($1) dollar. Part of lot 9, beginning at 
the Southwest corner of said lot, thence north 6° 37' west 50 feet, 
thence north 83° 23' east 77.26 feet, thence south 10° 38' east to the 
south linę of said lot, thence south 83° 23' west 80.82 feet to the be* 
ginning, Nathan A. Poole, owner, one ($1) dollar. Part of lot 10, 
beginning at the Southwest corner of the said lot, thence north 6° 37' 
west 50 feet, thence north 83° 23' east 80.82 feet, thence south 10° 38' 
east to the south linę of the said lot, thence south 83° 23' west 84.39 
feet to the beginning, Wm. H. German, owner, one ($1) dollar. 
Part of lot 11, beginning at the Southwest corner of the said lot, 
thence north 6° 37' west 50 feet, thence north 83° 23' east-84.39 feet, 
thence south 10° 38' east to the south linę of the said lot, thence 
south 83° 23' west 87.96 feet to the place of beginning, S. D. Lincoln, 
owner, one ($1) dollar. Part of lot 12, beginning at the Southwest 
corner of said lot, thence north 6° 37' west 50 feet, thence north 
83° 23' east 87.96 feet, thence south 10° 38' east to the south linę of 
the said lot, thence south 83° 23' west 91.52 feet to the beginning, 
Rosę Wallach and Jesse Brown, owners, one ($1) dollar. 

Against the following lots and parts of lots contained in błock 16, 
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Todd & Brown’s subdivision, viz: Part of lot 1, beginning at the 
Southwest corner of said lot, thence north 6° 37' west 50 feet, thence 
north 83° 23' east 65.89 feet, thence south 10° 38' east to the south 
side of said lot, thence south 83° 23' west 69.55 feet to the beginning, 
John Seibel, owner, one ($1) dollar. Ali of lot 2, Anna North, owner, 
three hundred ($300) dollars. Ali of lot 3, Anna North, owner, six 
hundred and thirty-eight ($638) dollars. Part of lot 4, beginning 
at the southeast corner of said lot, thence south 83° 23' west 30.97 
feet to the east linę of Eleyenth Street, thence north 10° 38' west with 
said linę to the rear of said lot, thence north 83° 23' east 41.94 feet, 
thence south 6° 37' east 150 feet to the beginning, S. Dana Lincoln, 
owner, three hundred and seventy-fivę ($375) dollars. Part of lot 6, 
beginning at the Southwest corner of said lot, thence north 6° 37' 
west 282.35 feet to the north linę of said lot, thence north 83° 23' 
east 6.85 feet to the west .linę of Eleyenth street extended, thence 
with said linę south 10° 38' east to the rear of said lot, thence with 
the said rear linę 28.28 feet to the place of beginning, Rosę Wallach 
and Jesse Brown, owners, two hundred and forty-six ($246) dollars. 
Ali of lot 7, Ayarilla Lambert, owner, one thousand three hundred 
and ninety-seyen ($1,397) dollars. Ali of lot 8, Tlios. B. Sanders, 
owner, nine hundred and forty-nine ($949) dollars. Ali of lot 9, 
Wm. M. Stuart, owner, six hundred and fifty-eight ($658) dollars. 
Part of lot 10, beginning at the north west corner of said lot, thence 
north 83° 23' east 37.94 feet, thence south 6° 37' east 259.20 feet to 
the rear of said lot, thence with said rear linę 25.61 feet, thence north 
10° 38' west to intersect with the west linę of said lot, thence with 
said west linę to the beginning, John W. Morris, owner, two hundred 
and sixty-three ($263) dollars. Part of lot 11, beginning at the 
Southwest corner of the said lot, thence south 83° 23' west 41.94 feet 
to the east linę of llth street, thence with said linę north 10° 38' 
west 110.09 feet to intersect with west linę of said lot, thence north 
6° 37' west 39 91 feet, thence north 83° 23' east 50 feet, thence south 
6° 37' east 150 feet to the beginning, S. Dana Lincoln, owner, seven 
hundred and forty-one ($741) dollars. Ali of lot 12, Rosę Wallach 
and Jesse Brown, owners, four hundred and eighty-eight ($488) dol¬ 
lars. Ali of lot 13, Rosę Wallach and Jesse Brown, owners, two 
hundred and forty-four ($244) dollars. Part of lot 14, beginning at 
the Southwest corner of said lot, thence north 6° 37' west 50 feet to 
the north linę of said lot, thence north 83° 23' east 47.60 feet, thence 
south 10° 38' east to the south linę of said lot, thence south 83° 23' 
west 51.26 feet to the beginning, Otto Gasch, owner, one ($1) dollar. 
Part of lot 15, beginning at the Southwest corner of said lot, thence 
north 6° 37' west 50 feet to the north linę of said lot, thence north 
83° 23' east 51.26 feet, thence south 10° 38' east to the south linę of 
said lot, thence south 83° 23' west 54.91 feet to the beginning, Otto 
Gasch, owner, one ($1) dollar. Part of lot 16, beginning at the 
Southwest corner of said lot, thence north 6° 37' west 50 feet to the 
north linę of said lot, thence north 83° 23' east 54.91 feet, thence 
south 10° 38' east to the south linę of said lot, thence south 83° 23' 
west 58.56 feet to the beginning, Caroline Mytinger, owner, one ($1) 
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dollar. Part of lot 17, beginning at the Southwest corner of tlie said 
lot, thence north 6° 37' west 50 feet to the north linę of said lot, 
thence north 83° 23' east 58.56 feet, thence south 10° 38' east to the 
south linę of said lot, thence 83° 23' west 62.23 feet to the beginning, 
Caroline Mytinger, owner, one ($1) dollar. Part of lot 18, beginning 
at the Southwest corner of said lot, thence north 6° 37' west 50 feet 
to the north linę of said lot, thence north 83° 23' east 62.23 feet, 
thence south 10° 38' east to the south linę of said lot, thence south 
83° 23' west 65.89 feet to the beginning, S. Dana Lincoln, owner, one 
($1) dollar. Part of lot 6, beginning at the north east corner of said 
lot, thence south 6° 37' east 39.91 feet to intersec-t the east linę of 
11 th Street extended, thence north. 10° 38' west with said linę to the 
north linę of lot 5, thence north 83° 23' east 2.92 feet to the begin¬ 
ning, S. Dana Lincoln, owner, six ($6) dollars. Against the follow- 
ing lots and parte of lots in błock 17, of Todd and Brown’s subdiyis- 
ion, viz: Part of lot 1, beginning at the Southwest corner of said lot, 
thence north 6° 37' west 50 feet to the north linę of said lot, thence 
north 83° 23' east 40.45 feet, thence south 10° 38' east to the south 
linę of said lot, thence south 83° 23' 44.10 feet to the beginning, 
Lorin M. Saunders, owner, one ($1) dollar. Ali of lot 2, Allen 5. 
Johnson, owner, two liundred and forty-four ($244) dollars. Ali of 
lot 3, Edwin B. Olmstead, owner, four liundred and eighty-eight 
($488) dollars. Ali of lot 4, Chas. E. Yreeland, owner, six liundred 
and thirty-eight ($638) dollars. Part of lot 5, beginning at the 
south east corner, thence south 83° 23' west 7.28 feet to the east linę 
of Ełeyenth Street extended, thence with said linę north 10° 38' west’ 
to north linę of said lot, thence north 83° 23' east 18.22 feet to east 
linę of said lot, thence south 6° 37' east 150 feet to the beginning, 
Bose Wallach and Jesse Brown, owners, one liundred and ninety-one 
($191) dollars. Part of lot 6, beginning at the Southwest corner of 
said lot, thence north 6° 37' west 34.28 feet to intersection of west 
linę of Ełeyenth Street extended, thence south 10° 38' east with said 
linę of Ełeyenth Street to south linę of said lot, thence south 83° 23' 
west 2.50 feet to the beginning, Bose Wallach and Jesse Brown, 
owners, four ($4) dollars. Part of lot 7, beginning at the southeast 
corner of said lot, thence south 83° 23' west 50 feet to west linę of 
said lot, thence with said lilie north 6° 37' west 150 feet to north 
linę of said lot, thence north 83° 23' east to west linę of Ełeyenth 
Street extended, thence with said linę south 10° 38' east to intersec¬ 
tion of east linę of said lot, thence south 6° 37' east 34.28 feet to the 
beginning, Bose Wallach and Jesse Brown, owners, one thousand 
and fifty-two ($1,052) dollars. Ali of lot 8, Edward H. Booth, owner, 
one hundred and thirteen ($113) dollars. Part of lot 9, beginning 
at the northwest corner of said lot, thence north 83° 23' east 17.24 
feet to \yest linę of llth street extended, thence with said.linę south 
10° 38' east to south lilie of said lot, thence south 83° 23' west to 
west linę of said lot, thence with said linę 162.62 feet to the begin¬ 
ning, Bose Wallach and Jesse Brown, owners, one thousand two 
hundred and twenty ($1,220) dollars. Part of east half of lot 11, 
beginning at the southeast corner of said lot, thence south 83° 23' 
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west 18 feet to the east linę of li tli Street extended, thence with said 
linę to interseet with the west linę of tlie east half of said lot, thence 
north 6° 37' west 57.04 feet, thence north 83° 23' east 25 feet, thence 
south 6° 37' east 150 feet to the beginning, John B. Ruffin, owner, 
three hundred and seventy-seven ($377) dollars. Part of the west 
half of lot 11, beginning at the northeast corner of said west half, 
thence south 6° 37' east 57.04 feet, to interseet with the east linę of 
llth street extended, thence north 10° 38' west to the north linę of 
said lot, thence north 83° 23' east 4.16 feet to the beginning, Doug¬ 
las Edraunds, owner, twelve ($12) dollars. Ali of lot 12, Andrew J. 
Miller, owner, four hundred and eighty-eight ($488) dollars. Ali of 
lot 13, Andrew J. Miller, owner, four' hundred and thirteen ($413) 
dollars. Ali of the west 16.67 feet of lot 14 by its depth, Wm. W. 
Metcalf, owner, eighty-one ($81) dollars. Ali of the center 16.67 
feet of lot 14 by its depth, Thos. R. Strothers, owner, eighty-one ($81) 
dollars. Ali of the east 16.67 feet of lot 14 by its depth, Chas. H. 
Ware, owner, eighty-two ($82) dollars. Part of lot 15, beginning at 
the Southwest corner of said lot, thence north 6° 37' west 50 feet, 
thence north 83° 23' east 22.1 feet, thence south 10° 38' to the south 
lilie of said lot, thence south 83° 23' west 25.86 feet to the beginning, 
Wolf Nordlinger, owner, one ($1) dollar. Part of lot 16, beginning 
at the Southwest corner of said lot, thence north 6° 37' west 50 feet, 
thence north 83° 23' east 25.86 feet, thence south 10° 38' east to the 
south linę of said lot, thence south 83° 23' west 29.51 feet to the 
beginning, Michael Faherty, owner, one ($1) dollar. Part of lot 17, 
beginning at the Southwest corner of said lot, thence north 6° 37' 
west 50 feet, thence north 83° 23' east 29.51 feet, thence south 10° 
38' east to the south linę of the said lot, thence south 83° 23' west 
33.16 feet to the beginning, Rosę Wallach and Jesse Brown, one ($1) 
dollar. Part of lot 18, beginning at the Southwest corner of said 
lot, thence north 6° 37' west 50 feet, thence north 83° 23' east 33.16 
feet, thence south 10° 38''east to the south linę of said lot, thence 
with said lilie 36.80 feet to the beginning, Rosę Wallach and Jesse 
Brown, owners, one. ($1) dollar. Part of the north 16.67 feet of lot 
19, beginning at the northwest corner of said part, thence north 83° 
23' east 36.80 feet, thence south 10° 38' east to the south linę of said 
part, thence south 83° 23' west 38.01 ft. to the beginning, John T. 
Thurston, owner, thirty-three ($0.33) cents. Part of the center 16.67 
feet of lot 19, beginning at the Southwest corner of said part, thence 
north 6° 37' west 16.67 feet, thence north 83° 23' east 38.01 feet, 
thence south 10° 38' east to south linę of said part, thence south 83° 
23' west 39.22 feet to the beginning, Chas. P. Scott, owner, thirty- 
three ($0.33) cents. Part of the south 16.67 feet of lot 19, beginning 
at the Southwest corner of the said part, thence north 6° 37' west, 
16.67 feet, thence north 83° 23' east 39.22 feet, thence south 10° 38' 
east to the south linę of the said lot, thence with said linę 40.45 feet 
to the beginning, Thaddeus Fields, owner, thirty-four ($0.34) cents. 
Ali of lot 23, H. C. and A. Gr. Machette, one hundred and eighty-two 
($182) dollars. Ali of lot 24, W. D. West and C. J. McCubbin, 
owners, one hundred and fifty-nine ($159) dollars. Ali of lot 25, 
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Geo. C. Johnson, owner, one hundred and thirty-six ($186) dollars. 
Ali of lofc 26, W. D. S. Williamson, owner, one hundred and six 
($106) dollars. Against the following lots and parts of lots con- 
tained in hlock 18 of Todd and Brown’s subdiyision, viz: Part of 
lot 1, beginning at the Southwest corner of said lot, thence north 6° 
37' west 50 feet, thence north 83° 23' east 14.15 feet, thence south 
10° 38' east to the south linę of said lot, thence with said linę 17.81 
feet to the beginning, Rosę Wallach and Jesse Brown, owners, one 
($1) dollar. Ali of lot 2, Alice J. Sorrells, owner, two hundred and 
forty-four ($244) dollars. Ali of lot 3, Alice J. Sorrells, owner, three 
hundred and thirty-eight ($338) dollars. Ali of lot 4, Rosę Wallach 
and Jesse Brown, owners, four hundred and eighty-eight ($488) dol¬ 
lars. Part of lot 5, beginning at the soutlieast corner of said lot, 
thence south 83° 23' west 33.57 feet to east linę of llth Street ex- 
tended, thence with said linę north 10° 38' west to north linę of said 
lot, thence north 83° 23' east, to east linę of said lot, thence south 
6° 37' east 150 feet to the beginning, Rosę Wallach and Jesse Brown, 
owners, seven hundred ($700) dollars. Ali of the west 16.67 feet by 
its depth of lot 7, Richard W. Williams, owner, one hundred and 
six ($106) dollars. Ali the center 16.67 feet by its depth of lot 7, 
Harrison Lomax, owner, one hundred and six ($106) dollars. Ali 
of the east 16.67 feet by its depth of lot 7, David Catlett, owner, one 
hundred and seven ($107) dollars. Ali of the west 4.16 feet by its 
depth of lot 8, David Catlett, owner, thirteen ($13) dollars. Ali of 
the 16.67 feet by its depth of lot 8, 4.16 feet from the west lilie of 
said lot, Geo. Ware, owner, fifty-seven ($57) dollars. Ali of the 
16.67 feet by its deptli of lot 8, 12.5 feet from the east linę of said 
lot, David Crawford, owner, fifty-seven ($57) dollars. Ali of the 
east 12.5 feet of lot 8, J. T. Armes, owner, forty ($40) dollars. Part 
of lot 10, beginning at the Southwest corner of said lot, thence north 
6° 87' west 43.81 feet, thence south 10° 38' east to the south linę of 
said lot, thence south 83° 23' west 3.2 feet to the beginning, John F. 
Finn, Benj. F. Morrison and Robert H. R. Roberts, owners, one ($1) 
dollar. Part of lot 11, beginning at the Southwest corner of said 
lot, thence north 6° 37' west 50 feet to the north linę of said lot, 
thence north 83° 23' east 3.2 feet, thence south 10° 38' east to the 
south linę of said lot, thence south 83° 23' west 6.85 feet to the 
beginning, T, H. G. Todd, owner, one ($1) dollar. Part of lot 12, 
beginning at the Southwest corner, thence north 6° 37' west 50 feet 
to the north linę of said lot, thence north 83° 23' east 6.85 feet, thence 
south 10° 38' east to south linę of said lot, thence 83° 23' west 10.5 
feet to the beginning, T. H. G. Todd, owner, one ($1) dollar. Part 
of lot 13, beginning at the Southwest corner of said lot, thence north 
6° 37' west 50 feet to north linę of said lot, thence north 83° 23' 
east 10.5 feet, thence south 10° 38' east to the south linę of said lot, 
thence south 83° 23' west 14.15 feet to the beginning, Rosę Wallach 
and Jesse Brown, owners, one ($1) dollar. Against part of lot 7, 
błock 19, Todd & Brown’s subdiyision, beginning at the Southwest 
corner of said lot, thence northeasterly along the rear linę of said 
lot to the north west corner, thence north 83° south 10° 38' east to 
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the south linę of said lot, thence south 83° 23 / west to the beginning, 
John M. Morris, owner, one (|1) clollar. Against an unsubdiyided 
tract of land owned by Garfield hospital, two thousand ($2,000) dol- 
lars. Against a tract of land bounded as follows: Beginning at the 
southeast corner of lot 7, błock 11, of Todd & Brown’s subdiyision, 
thence south to Florida ayenue, thence eastwardly along north side 
of Florida avenue to Garfield Hospital grounds, thence northwardly 
along west linę of Garfield Hospital grounds and with said linę pro- 
duced to south linę błock 11, Todd & Brown’s subdiyision, thence 
westwardly along south linę of błock 11 to the beginning, Louis 
IT. Schneider, Julius Schneider, Carrie A. Schneider, George W. 

| Schneider, Walter E. Schneider and Mary E. Cissel, owners, nine- 
! teen thousand five hundred ($19,500) dollars. Against a tract of 

I land bounded by błock 11, Todd & BrowiTs subdiyision, on the 

north; on the west by grounds of Schneider heirs, on the south by 
Garfield Hospital grounds, on the east by a linę parallel and dis- 
tant 245 feet from the center linę of llth Street extended, Nicholas 
Be.ck, owner, twenty-five ($25) dollars. It is this 19th day of March, 
A. D. 1900, upon motion of counsel for the Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia, ordered: That the aforesaid yerdict, award 
and assessment of said jury, in all respects, be, and the same is 
hereby, confirmed unless cause to the contrary is shown on or before 
the 19th day of April, A. D. 1900, proyided a copy of this order be 
published once in the Washington Law Reporter and twice in the 
Eyening Star before said last-named datę; and it is further ordered 
that before said datę the marshał serye a copy of this order per- 
sonally on the owners of the land condemned and the owners of 
land assessed in said yerdict, with the one-half of the damages 
awarded therein, who may be found within the District of Columbia, 
and if not found therein then by mailing a copy thereof to the place 
[ of abode or last known place of residence of such owner or owners. 

| A. B. HAGNER, Justice. 

I A copy of the foregoing order nisi was duły published (as therein 
directed) in the Washington Law Reporter and the Eyening Star. 
Proof of publication filed in the cause. 

22 Answer to Rule to Show Cause. 

Filed April 17,1900. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, Holding a Dis¬ 
trict Court. 

In re The Extension of Eleventh Street N. W. 

■s 

Now comes the respondent Charles S. Bundy, in his own proper 
person, in answer to the rule to show cause why the award and 
assessment of the jury in this cause should not be confirmed, and 
says that the said award and assessment ought not to be confirmed: 
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1. Because said award and assessment are contrary to the instruc- 
tions of this court. 

2. Because the damages awarded thereby are excessive. 

3. Because the said award and assessment are not confiued to the 
damages done to the owners of land by reason of the extension and 
opening of Ełeventh Street, nor to any injuries done or likely to.be 
done to any adjoining land by reason of the extension or opening 
thereof. but, on the contrary, the said award provides for and awards 
to owners of land large sums of money, to wit, sums aggregating 
twenty thousand dollars and upwards, under the natne of “ gracie 
damage,” for grading lands to a great distance back from the build- 
ing linę of said Eleventh Street, to wit, to a distance of 180 feet 
therefrom on the west side of said street, and to a distance of 100 
feet therefrom on the east side of said street, and the said “ gracie 

damage- ” so wrongfully and unjustly awarded are by the said 

23 jury assessed against the pieces or parcels of ground on bo’th 
sides of said extension of Eleventh street, to the great injury 

and damage of your respondent. 

C. S. BUNDY, P. P. 

Protest of Philip Mauro. 

Filed April 19,1900. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, Bitting as a 
District Court, the 19tli Day of April, 1900. 

In re Extension of 11th Street. No. 556, District Ct. 

Comes no w Philip Mauro, by his attorneys, Clifford S. Walton, 
Esq., and Morgan H. Beach, Esq., and sliows to the court that he is 
the owner of lot thirteen (13), błock twenty (20), Columbia Heights, 
which has a frontage of lifty (50) feet on the south side of Wliitney 
ayenue and a depth of one hundred and forty and twenty-five one- 
hundredths (140.25) feet south therefrom, and does not abut upon 
the proposed extension of llth street; notwith&tanding which his 
lot has been recently assessed by the jury’s yerdict, heretofore re- 
turned, in the sum of five hundred and nine dollars ($509) as the 
extent to which the same would be benefited by the opening and 
extension aforesaid. 

He further shows that the lot in question is in nowise benefited by 
such extension, or, if benefited at all, the amount assessed therefor is 
excessive. 

24 Wherefore he claims the right to be heard in this behalf, 
and to make all legał and equitable defenses against such 

assessment for the alleged benefit by said extension. 

CLIFFORD S. WALTON, 
MORGAN H. BEACH, 

Attfys for Philip Mauro. 
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Objections to Confirmation of Award of Jury. 

Filed April 19, 1900. 

In tlie Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, Holding a District 

Court for said District. 

In re Entension of Eleventh Street Northwest. No. 556. 

The respondent Mary C. Sulliyan, in response to the rule to show 
canse in the above-entitled cause, passed therein heretofore, to wit, 
on the 19th day of Marcli, A. D. 1900, against the confirmation 
of the verdic.t, award, and assessment of the jury in the above- 
entitled cause, for cause shows to the court that in so far as the said 
yerdict and assessment concerns the property of this respondent, 
namely, all of lot nine, in błock 14, Todd & Brown’s subdiyision— 
the said yerdict and assessment assesses $263—the same should not 
be confirmed, but should be yacated, set aside, and for naught held 
tor the following, among other, reasons: 

25 '1. That the yerdict and assessment is arbitrary and unrea- 

sonable, in that it assesses against this respondenta said lot 
the said sum above set forth for benefits assumed to result to the 
said lots from the extension of the street, while the property imme- 
diately adjoining, namely, part of lot ten, lying witliin two hun- 
dred feet of the building linę of the said proposed street, has been 
assessed the nominał sum of onedollar; which said lot bears the 
same relation to the proposed extension of the said street and is 
benefited in the same manner and to the same extent as is re- 
| spondenfs lot, if any of the said lots are benefited at all, which this 
I respondent denies. 

1 2. Because the said award is further arbitrary and unreasonable, 
in that it undertakes to award to the owners of eertain lots specified 
in the yerdict of the jury so-called “grade damages,” .contrary to 
the statute in this case madę and proyided, and to the detriment of 
this respondent. 

3. Because this respondenta lot is in nówise benefited by the 
S prospectiye extension of Eleyenth street in the manner intended, 
and no assessment should be madę against it whateyer. 

For which said seyeral reasons, and for others apparent upon the 
record, this respondent submits that the said alleged yerdict, award, 
and assessment is wholly void and without effect, and that the same 
should be yacated and set aside. 

MARY C. SULLIVAN, 

By R. B. BEHREND, Attorney. 
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26 Exceptions to Verdid oj Jury, &c. 

Filed April 19, 1900. 

In the Supreme Courtof tlie District of Columbia, Holding a District 

Court. 

In re The Extension of Eleventii Street Northwest. No. 556. 

Now comes the respondent Ayarilla Lambert, through her attor- 
neys, Messrs. Lambert and Lambert, and says that she is the owner 
of lot # 8, in błock # 15, of Todd and BrowiTs subdiyision, as set 
fortb in the above cause, and is also the owner of lot seven (7), of 
błock sixteen (16), in said Todd and BrowiTs subdivision, as same is 
set forth in said proceedings, and she appears and excepts as follows 
to the finding or yerdictof the jury of seven heretofore filed in said 
cause upon the 20th day of February, A. D. 1900: 

2. That said lot 8 has a frontage of fifty (50) feet upon the west 
side of Sherman Ave. N. W. and a deptli of one hundred and fifty 
(150) feet fronting upon another street, and said lot 7 has a front¬ 
age of fifty (50) feet upon the soutli side of Kenesaw Ave. or Wallach 
Street N. W. and a depth of about two hundred and seventy-five 
(275) feet, and is distant less than two hundred (200) feet from pro- 
posed Eleyenth street extended and on the west side thereof, within 
the area assessable or taxable under the act of Congress approyed 
March 3rd, 1899, entitled “An act to extend S street, in the District 
of Columbia, and for other purposes,” for so-called or assumed ben- 

efits accrumg for the opening of said llth street, whereas 

27 neither the extension of said street or the marking or laying 
it out upon paper or the condemning and taking of the land 

embraced within its area will in any way whatsoeyer benefit said 
lot 7, but, on the contrary, is liable to greatly depreciate the value 
of said lot 7. 

3. That said jury has attempted to assess the sum of $1,397 for 
supposed benefits accruing to said lot 7, whicli said assessment is 
wholly contrary and in direct disregard of the weiglit of the evi- 
dence introduced in said cause. 

4. That said lot numbered 7 does not front upon or touch in any 
way said llth street extended, and in considering the ąuestions of 
assessments said jury should have taken such situation into consid- 
eration. 

5. That there is already pending in this court, to wit, cause No. 
555, entitled u In re the extension of Sherman Ave.,” wherein this 
respondent is also a defendant and wherein this same property is 
affected, and it is proposed under color of law to assess benefits and 
take part of said property for the widening of said avenue; that 
such assessment would be in the naturę of double taxation, in vio- 
lation of the express proyisions of the Constitution as well as of the 
spirit thereof and an attempt to indirectly take priyate property 
without compensation or consideration. 
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| 6. That the extension of llth Street giyes no additional easement 

\ to either of said lots, they already having fuli and conyenient access 
I to and frotn the city of Washington, lot 8 fronting on Sherman 
I Ave. and said lot 7 having access through Kenesaw Ave., 

I 28 13th Street, and also by wąy of Sherman avenue; that said 
| extension in no way giyes or affords either of said lots a better 

f easement or access than they now enjoy. 

7. One-half of the aggregate of damages awarded for the taking 
of the land for said llth Street is proposed by said act to be laid ar- 
bitrarily and capriciously upon two parallel strips, each two hun- 
dred (200) feet wide and adjoining at the outer east and west lines 
the said extension; to assess such in the guise of benefits, it is sub- 
mitted, would be onerous and unconstitutional. 

Wherefore petitioner prays: 

That said finding of said jury may be set aside or properly ad- 
justed by this honorable court. 

And for such other and further relief as tbe naturę of the case 
may reąuire. 

TALLMADGE A. LAMBERT, 
WILTON J. LAMBERT, 

Solicitors for Petitioner. 

29 Marshal ł s Return of Serrice, &c. 

Filed April 27, 1900. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, Holding a Dis- 

trict Court for said District. 

In re Extension of Eleventh Street N. W. No. 556. 

Pursuant to order of court madę herein March 19,1900,1 have 
served copies of the notice referred to in said order on the follow- 
ing-named persons, as indicated, and on the dates stated, tliose 
! mailed being mailed to the last known address of the part}'-: 


Name. 

Seryice. 

Datę. 


Eugene Byrnes. 

Personally. 

April 

5,1900. 

James H. Elsworth. 

Mailed, Washington, D. C. 

a 

14, 

li 

A. Grant, trustee. 

Personally. 

a 

3, 


G. T. Stone, trustee. 

Do. 

a 

3, 

(i 

Samuel J. Stanton. 

Mailed, Washington, D. C. 

a 

14, 

ii 

Fannie E. Pate. 

Personally. 

u 

2, 

ii 

J. G. Meyers. 

Mailed, Washington, D. C. 

a 

14, 

U 

Abner Greenleaf.. 

Mailed, # 1415 Park Ave., 
Baltimore, Md. 

a 

14, 

ii 

Wm. B. Fellows. 

Mailed, Washington, D. C. 

u 

14, 

it 

Azilit JN. Blanchard.... 

Mailed, Washington, D. C. 

u 

14, 

a 

Rosa E. Gerhold. 

Personally. 

« 

5, 

a 

Edwin S. Holmes. 

5—1039a 

Do. 

u 

6, 

a 
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Name. 

J. G. A. Kułlander. 

L. L.Hollanday,.. 

J. T. Waggaman. 

Sarah P. Grogan. 

30 

Joseph H. Sweeney. 

P. B. Broek... 

Wm. P. Springer. 

C. A. Carey.... 

W. P. Kellogg. 

P. Colton. 

E. D. Berrv....... 

«/ 

Phebe E. Sharpless. 

M. M. Parker, trustee... 

P. Pułsifer, trustee. 

Wm. Lampson.... 

Henry P. Samstag. 

Góra Behrend..... 

Julia Luchs, widów of 
Max Luchs. 

John Sherman. 

A. M. Hoyt. 

Louis II. Schneider. 

Julius Schneider. 

Carrie A. Schneider.... 
George W. Schneider... 
Walter E. Schneider... 

Mary E. Oissel..... 

Julia D. Simmons. 

B. Dana Lincoln. 

Rosa Wallach.. 

Jesse Brown..... 

John II. Nelson. 

George S. Cooper. 

Annie M. Cocks. 

Wm. W. Gibson. 

31 

Douglass Edmunds. 

John B. Ruffin... 

Edward P. Goodrich... 

Mary C. Mattingly. 

John C. Walker. 

Herbert W. Porter. 

John G. Muir. 


Service. Datę. 

Mailed, Washington, D. C. April 14, 1900. 

Mailed, Washington, D. C. “ 14, 

Personally. “ -3, “ 

Personally. “ 2, “ 


Mailed, Osage, Iowa....... 

Personally. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Mailed, Washington, D. C. 

Personally. 

cc 

Mailed, # 16 Drummond 
St., Auburn, Me. 

Mailed, Washington, D. C. 

Mailed, New York city.... 
“ # 355 Broadway, 

New York. 

Personally. 


April 14,1900. 


CC 

3> 

CC 

cc 

3, 

cc 

cc 

2, 

cc 

cc 

3, 

cc 

cc 

8, 

cc 

cc 

14, 

cc 

cc 

5, 

cc 

cc 

o, 

cc 

łc 

14, 

cc 

cc 

14, 

cc 

cc 

14, 

cc 

cc 

14, 

cc 

cc 

2. 

cc 




cc 

Mailed, 1 Broadway, N. Y. 
Personally. 

cc 

cc 

cc 

cc 

cc 

cc 

cc 

Mailed, # 1801 I St. N.’W. 

Do. 

Mailed, Washington, D. O. 
Personally. 

cc 

cc 


cc 

3, 

cc 

cc 

14, 

cc 

cc 

2, 

cc 

cc 

2, 

cc 

c( 

3, 

cc 

cc 

3, 

cc 

cc 

o 

cc 

°) 


cc 

2, 

CC 

Ci 

2, 

cc 

cc 

5, 

cc 

cc 

14, 

cc 

cc 

14, 

cc 

cc 

14, 

cc 

cc 

2, 

cc 

cc 

6, 

cc 

cc 

5, 

cc 


Personally. 

Do. 

Do. 

Mailed, Washington, D. C. 

Personally. 

Do. 

Mailed, Naval Training 
Station, Marinę Bar- 
racks, Newport, R. I. 


April 

cc 

cc 

cc 

cc 

cc 

cc 


2,1900. 
5, “ 

5, “ 
14, “ 

2 , “ 

3, “ 
14, “ 


































































JOHN B. WIGrHT ET AL. VS. EUGENE BYRNES ET AL. 


35 


Name. 

William Holmead. 

Win. H. Saunders. 

Chas. E. Foster. 

Chas. C. Bryan. 

J. Rudden, trustee. 

| J. Connor, trustee. 

I V. Anderson...... 

| L. H. Meyers. 

j Angelinę C. Brainard.. 

I Freeman H. Matt. 

! Barrows W. King. 

j J. Gibbons, archbishop. 

Theron Outwater. 

Chas. S. Elliott. 

Philip Mauro. 

W. C. Duvall. 

John W. Paine. 

J. B. Williamson, Jr.... 

Mary E. Ford, Jr. 

| John J. Albright. 

I 

| E. C. Kellogg. 

i 32 

i 

Chas. Newell. 

Eliza R. Cooper. 

Orville R. Matt. 

L. C. F. Hugo. 

Milton C. Hooker. 

Edwin F. Lane. 

L. S. Lipscomb. 

Frederick W. Price. 

John W. Morris. 

Chas. M. Carter. 

Alfred L. White. 

| Samuel C. Lovejoy. 

I Sallie N. Mackenzie.... 
Henrietta A. Pixton... 

Melita Spelshouse. 

Isaac W. Nordlinger... 

Isaac L. Blout. 

Leo J. Rosenthal. 

Abraham D. Prince.... 

T. G. H. Todd. 

John W. Schaeffer. 

Robert F. Elliot. 

Chas. S. Bundy.,. 

Geo. J. Mueller. 


Service. . Datę. 


Personally.. 

April 

a 

5, 

1900 

Do. 

% 

ii 

Do. 

u 

6, 

Ci 

Do. 

u 

5, 

li 

Do. 

u 

2, 

u 

Do. 

a 

11, 

u 

Do. 

li 

2, 

ii 

Do. 

a 

2, 

ii . 

Mailed, Washington, D. C. 

u 

14, 

li 

Do. 

u 

14, 

a 

Personally. 

u 

6, 

u 

Mailed, Baltimore, Md. 

u 

14, 

li 

Personally. 

u 

2, 

li 

Mailed, Washington, D. C. 

ii 

14, 

ii 

Personally. 

u 

4, 

ii 

Do. 

a 

2, 

a 

Personally. 

a 

3, 

li 

Do. 

a 

2, 

u 

Do. 

li 

2, 

a 

Mailed, Ellicott Sq., Buf¬ 
falo, N. Y. 

ii 

14, 

a 

Personally.;. 

u 

3, 

a 


Mailed, Washington, D. C. April 14,1900. 


/ O / 

Do. 

i 

u 

14, 

U 

Do... 

cc 

14, 

3, 

ii 

Personally. 

li 

ii 

Do. 

a 

3, 

ii 

Mailed, Washington, D: C. 

U 

14, 

a 

Personally. 

a 

3, 

u 

Do. 

u 

3, 

u 

Do... 

u 

2, 

Ci 

Do. 

a 

3 S 

a 

Mailed, #115 Broadway, 
N. Y. 

u 

14, 

u 

Mailed, Washington. D. C. 

u 

14, 

u 

Do. 

u 

14, 

u 

Do. 

u 

14, 

u 

Personally. 

a 

5, 

a 

Do.. 

a 

2, 

u 

Do. 

u 

5, 

Ci 

Mailed, Washington, D. C. 

u 

14, 

a 

Personally. 

a 

3, 

a 

Do. 

a 

14, 

u 

Do.‘ .... 

u 

3, 

u 

Mailed, Washington, D. C. 

u 

14, 

u 

Personally. 

<< 

2, 

a 

Do. 

a 

3, 

a 
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Name. 

Service. 

Datę. 

Bettie Newman.. 

.. Mailed, Washington, D. C. 

April 14,1900. 

Robert P. Fletcher_ 

Do. 

“ 14, “ 

And rew J. Miller. 

.. Mailed, Eąuity Security 
Co., 58 Pine Street, New 
York. 

“ 14, “ 

J. Lang... 

W. G. Gray.... 

.. Mailed, Washington, D. C. 

“ 14, “ 

Do. 

“ 14, “ 


A. B. Prigg......... 

Mrs. S. A. Reeves, mar- 
ried danghter of Na- 
than A. Poole, de- 
ceased. 

S. J. Cunningham. 

F. A. Daley . 

Isadore A. Duchesne... 

John B. Laybrook. 

Marv C. Sullivan. 

Sewell A. Reeves. 

R. Bruce Barę.... 

Avasiłha Lambert...... 

Wm. Ii. German. 

John Scibel. 

Anna North, on C. B. 
Caywood. 

Thomas B. Sanders. 

Wm. M. Stuart..... 

Otto Gascli.. 

Caroline Mytinger. 

Lovin M. Saunders. 

Edwin B. Olmstead. 

Chas. E. Vreeland. 

Edward Ii. Bootli. 

Wm. W. Metealf. 

Thos. R. Strothers. 

Chas. H. Ware...... 

Mrs. Monahan, widów 
of Michael Faherty. 

Wolf Nordlinger. 

John T. Thurston. 

Chas. P. Scott. 

Thaddeus Fields. 

84 


P ersonally 
Do. 


Do. 

Mailed, Washington, D. C. 

Personally. 

Mailed, Washington, D. C. 

Do. 

Personally .• ••#»•« 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. . 

Do. 


Do. 

Do. 

Mailed, Washington, D. C. 

Personally. 

Do. 

Mailed, Washington, D. C. 

Do. 

Personally. 

Mailed, # 1531 Vt. Ave... 

Personally. 

Mailed, Washington, D. C. 
Personally. 


Personally 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 


April 2, 1900. 
“ 2 , “ 


u 

2, 

U 

a 

14, 

ll 

a 

2, 

ll 

ll 

14, 

ll 

u 

14, 

ll 

ll 

2, 

ll 

ll 

2, 

ll 

ll 

2, 

ll 

ll 

2, 

u 

ll 

3, 

ll 

ll 

3, 

ll 

ll 

2, 

ll 

ll 

4, 

ll 

ll 

14, 

ll 

ll 

5, 

ll 

ll 

3, 

ll 

ll 

14, 

ll 

ll 

14, 

ll 

ll 

Q 

ll 



ll 

14. 

ll 

ll 

2; 

ll 

ll 

14, 

ll 

ll 

5, 

ll 

ll 

3, 

ll 

ll 

2. 

ll 

ll 

2, 

ll 

u 

9, 

ll 


H. C. Machette 
A. G. Machette 

W. D. West. 

C. J. McCubin 


Mailed, Washington, D. C. 

Do. 

Personally. 

Do. ’ . 


April 14, 1900. 
“ 14, “ 

“ 5, “ 

“ 6 , “ 
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Name. Service. 

Geo. 0. Johnson. Do. 

W. D. S. Williamson... Do. 

Alice J. Sowells. Do. 

Richard D. Williams... Do. 

Harrison Lomax. Do. 

David Catlett. Do. 

■ George Ware. Do. . 

David Crawford. Do. 

J. T. Ar mes. Do. 

John F. Finn.. Do. 

Benj. F. Morrison. Do. . 

Rob’t H. R. Roberts ... Do. . 

Garfield hospital, on Do. 

John A. Baker, vice- 
pres’t. 

Nicholas Beck. Do. 


Francis W. Baker. Mailed, Washington, D. C. 

Jenneatte R. Lenman.. Personallv. 

t/ 

Isabel H. Lenman. Do. . 


Datę. 

April 5,1900. 
“ 2 , “ 

“ 6 , “ 

“ 2 , “ 

“ 3, “ 

“ 3, “ 

“ 3, “ 

“ 3, “ 

“ 2 , « 

“ 2 , “ 

“ 5, “ 

“ 2 , “ 

“ 3, “ 


u 

u 

u 

u 


2 , « 
14, “ 
2 , “ 
2 , “ 


Respectfully submitted. 


AULIOK PALMER, 

U. S. Marshal. 
R. 


35 Excepłions to Award of Jury. 

Filed May 11, 1905. 

In tlie Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, Holding a Dis- 

trict Court. 

In re The Extending of Eleventh Street N. W. No. 556. 

Now comes the respondents Isaac L. Blout, Reuben Harris, and 
Abraham D. Prince, through their attorneys, Messrs. Wolf and 
Rosenberg, the respondent Blout sa.ying that he is the owner of lot 
25, in błock 25, being on the south side of Princeton Street, and the 
respondent- Harris and Prince the owners of lot 24, in błock 26, 
being on the south side of Yale Street, as same is set forth in said 
proceedings, and the said respondents except to the findings of the 
jury filed in said cause on the 2nd day of February, A. D. 1900. 

1. That said lots, being embraced within the area covered by the 
act entitled “An act to extend ‘ S * Street, in the District of Colum¬ 
bia, and for other purposes/’ said act ordering the extending of 
Eleventh Street, are in nowise benefitted by the condemnation pro¬ 
ceedings had in said cause, and that until the said Eleyenth Street 
is actually extended as contemplated by said act, no benefits can 
accrue to the adjacent land, but, on the contrary, are much injured 
and diminished in yalue. 
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2. That said jury has attempted to assess lot 25, in błock 25, the 

sum of seyen hundred and fifty-three dollars ($753.00), and 

36 lot 24, in błock 26, the sum of nine hundred and four dollars 
($904.00), the jury in making each of said assessments wholly 

disregarding and finding contrary to the weight of the evidence 
introduced in said cause. 

3. That neither of said lots front or in anywise touch upon the 
proposed Ełeyenth Street, and in considering the ąuestion of assess- 
ment the jury should have taken such situation into consideration. 

4. That the extending of the said Eleventh street gives no addi- 
tionał easement to either of the said lots, they already liaying fuli 
and eonyenient access to and from the city of Washington. 

5. That neither of the lots belonging to these respondents abutćs 
or touches upon the said proposed Eleventh street, and as the act afore- 
said contempłates only sucli land which directly comes in contact 
with the said Eleventli Street should be assessed for benefits, the 
jury aforesaid exceeded| its proper functions by assessing said lots. 

6. The act for extending said Eleventh street directs the jury to 
assess not less than one-half the amount of damages for the taking 
of said strips or parcels of land against those pieces or parcels within 
an area of two hundred feet from the proposed Eleventh street, and 
the said jury did assess one-half of the said damages against the two 
hundred feet — adjacent property, and as this amount is far in excess 
of the actual benefits accruing to such adjacent land and as for the 
exeess it is taking property without due process of law, the assessing 

of said excess is burdensome, tyrannical, and unconstitutional: 

37 Wherefore the respondents pray that the findings of sald 
jury may be set aside and properly adjusted by this honor- 

able eourt, and for such other and further relief as the naturę of the 
case may recjuire. 

WOLF & ROSENBERG, 

Attorneys for Isaac L. Blouł, Reuben Harris , and 

Abraham i). Prince. 

Objections to Confirmation of Assessments for Benefits. 

Filed June 28,1900. 

In the Supreme Court of the Districtof Columbia, Holding a District 

Court. 

In re Extension of Eleventh Street N. W. No. 556. 

Now come John Sherman and A. M. Hoyt, by their attorney, Leo 
Simmons, Esq., owners of eertain land in blocks 27 and 28 of a sub- 
diyision now known as Columbia Heights, which has been assessed 
by the jury in the above-entitled cause for eertain alleged benefits, 
and object to the confirmation of such assessments upon the ground 
that same were madę without lawful authority, under and by yirtue 
of a statute the section of which reąuiring such assessment is and 
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has been declared unconstitutional and void; npon the further 
grounds that said assessments were madę without regard to benefits, 
under and by virtue of an erroneous instruction of the eourt, and 
sucli assessments far exceed the benefits receiyed, and are therefore 
illegal and void. 

LEO SIMMONS, 

Attfyfor Sherman and Iloyt. 

38 In the Supremo Court of the District of Columbia, Holding 

a District Court. 

In re Extension of Eleyenth Street N. W. No. 556. 

Now comes Allen S. Johnson, by attorney, Leo Simmons, Esq., 
owner of certain land, viz., lot two (2), in błock 17, of a subdivision 
known as Todd and Brown’s subdiyision, which has been assessed 
by the jury in the above-entitled cause for certain alleged benefits, 
and objects to the confirmation of such assessments upon the ground 
that same were madę without lawful autliority, under and by virtue 
of a statute the section of which reąuiring such assessment is and 
has been declared unconstitutional and void ; upon the further 
grounds that said assessments were madę without regard to benefits, 
under and by yirtue of an erroneous instruction of the court, and 
such assessments far exceed the benefits receiyed, and are therefore 
illegal and void. 

LEO SIMMONS, 
Attorney for Allen S. Johnson. 

39 In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, Holding 

a District Court. 

In re Extension of Eleventh Street N. W. No. 556. 

Now eonie- Herbert W. Porter, by attorney, Leo Simmons, Esq., 
owner of certain land, viz., lot 8, in błock 47, of a subdiyision known 
as Holmead Manor, which has been assessed by the jury in the 
above-entitled cause for certain alleged benefits, and objects to the 
confirmation of such assessments upon the ground that same were 
madę without lawful authority, under and by yirtue of a statute the 
section of which requiring such assessment is and has been declared 
unconstitutional and void; upon the further grounds that said as¬ 
sessments were madę without regard to benefits, under and by yirtue 
of an erroneous instruction of the court, and such assessments far 
exceed the benefits receiyed, and are therefore illegal and yoid. 

LEO SIMMONS, 

• Attorney for Herbert W. Porter. 
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40 In tfie Supreme Court of tlie District of Columbia, Holding a 

District Court. 

In re Extension of Elevextii Street N. W. No. 556. 

Now come- N. M. Leadingliam, by attorney, Leo Simmons, Esq., 
owner of cerfcain land, yiz., lots 5 and 7, in błock 17, of a subdiyision 
known as Todd and Browifis subdivisi'on of Mt. Pleasant and Pleasant 
Plains, which has been assessed by the jury in tlie above-entitled 
cause for certain alleged benefits, and objects to the confirmation of 
such assessments upon the ground tliat same were madę without 
ławful authority, under and by yirtue of a statute the section of 
which reąuiring such assessment is and has been declared uncon- 
stitutionał and yoid ; upon the further grounds that said assessments 
were madę without regard to benefits, under and by yirtue of an 
erroneous instruction of the court, and such assessments far exceed 
the benefits reeeiyed, and are therefore illegal and void. 

LEO SIMMONS, 
Attorney for Nellie M. Leadingliam. 

41 In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, Holding 

a District Court. 

In re Extension of Elevexth Street N. W. No. 556. 

Now comes S. E. Henry, by attorney, Leo Simmons, Esq., owner of 
certain land, viz., lot 4, in błock 15, of a subdivision known as Todd 
and BrowiTs subdiyision of Mt. Pleasant and Pleasant Plains, which 
has been assessed by the jury in the aboye-entitled cause for certain 
alleged benefits, and objects to the confirmation of such assessments 
upon the ground that same were madę without lawful authority, 
under and by yirtue of a statute the section of which requiring such 
assessment is and -as been declared unconstitutional and void; 
upon the further grounds that said assessments were madę without 
regard to benefits, under and by yirtue of an erroneous instruction 
of the court, and such assessments far exceed the benefits reeeiyed, 
and are therefore illegal and void. 

LEO SIMMONS, 
Attorney for S. E. Henry. 

42 In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, Holding 

a District Court. 

In re Extension of Eleventh Street N. W. No. 556. 

Now comes Geo. S. Cooper, by attorney., Leo Simmons, Esq., 
owner of certain land, viz., lot 7, in błock thirteen, of a subdiyision 
known as Todd and Brown’s subdiyision of Mt. Pleasant and Pleas¬ 
ant Plains, which has been assessed by the jury in the above-entitled 
cause for certain alleged benefits, and objects to the confirmation of 
such assessments upon the. ground that same were madę without 
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lawful authority, under and by yirtue of a statute the sectiomof 
which requiring sucb assessment is and has been declared uncon¬ 
stitutional and void ; upon the further grounds that said assessments 
were madę without regard to benefits, under and by yirtue of an 
erroneous instruction of the court, and sucli assessments far exceed 
the benefits receiyed, and are therefore illegal and void. 

LEO SIMMONS, 
Attorney for Geo. S. Cooper. 

43 In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, Holding 

a District Court. 

In re Extension of ELEyENTH Street N. W. No. 556. 

Now come- T. B. Brock, by attorney, Leo Simmons, Esq., owner of 
certain land, viz., lot 17, in błock twenty-one, of a subdiyision known 
as Columbia Heights, which has been assessed by the jury in the 
above-entitled cause for certain alleged benelits, and objects to the 
confirmation of sucli assessments upon the ground that same were 
madę without lawful authority, under and by yirtue of a statute the 
section of which requiring such assessment is and has beeix declared 
unconstitutional and void ; upon the further grounds that said as¬ 
sessments were madę without regard to benefits, under and by yirtue 
of an erroneous instruction of the court, and such assessments far 
exceed the benefits receiyed, and are therefore illegal and void. 

LEO SIMMONS, 
Attorney for I B. Br och. 

44 In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, Holding a 

District Court. 

j In re Extension of Eleventh Street N. W. No. 556. 

Now come- Joseph H. Sweeney, by attorney, Leo Simmons, Esq., 
owner of certain land, viz., iot three, in błock 47, of Holmead Manor 
| subdiyision, and lot two (2), in błock twenty-one, of a subdiyision 
| known as Columbia Heights, which has been assessed by the jury 
in the above-entitled cause for certain alleged benefits, and objects 
to the confirmation of such assessments upon the ground that same 
were madę without lawful authority, under and by yirtue of a statute 
the section of which reąuiring such assessment is and has been de¬ 
clared unconstitutional and void; upon the further grounds that 
said assessments were madę without regard to benefits, under and 
by yirtue of an erroneous instruction of the court, and such assess¬ 
ments far exceed the benefits receiyed, and are therefore illegal and 
void. 

LEO SIMMONS, 

| . Attorney for Joseph H. Sweeney. 


6—1039a 
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45 In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, Holding a 

District Court. 

In re Entension of Eleventh Street N. W. No. 556. 

Now eonie- Rosa E. Gerhold, by attorney, Leo Simmons, Esq., 
owner of eertain land, viz., lot 16, błock twenty (20), of a subdiyision 
known as Columbia Heights, which bas been assessed by the jury 
in the above-entitled cause for eertain alleged benefits, and ob- 
jects to the eonfirmation of sucli assessments upon the ground that 
same were madę without lawful authority, under and by yirtue of a 
statute the section of which reąuiring sucli assessment is and has 
been declared uneonstitutional and void ; upon the further grounds 
that said assessments were madę without regard to benefits, under 
and by yirtue of an erroneous instruction of the court, and such as¬ 
sessments far exceed the benefits receiyed, and are therefore illegal 
and void. 

LEO SIMMONS, 
Attorney for Rosa E. Gerhold. 

46 In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, Holding 

a District Court. 

In re Extension of Eleventh Street N. W. No. 556. 

Now comes Abner Greenleaf, by attorney, Leo Simmons, Esq., 
owner of eertain land, viz., lot three, in błock twenty, of a sub¬ 
diyision known as Columbia Heights, which has been assessed by 
the jury in the above-entitled cause for eertain alleged benefits, and 
objects to the eonfirmation of such assessments upon the ground 
that same were madę without lawful authority, under and by yirtue 
of a statute the section of which requiring such assessment is and 
has been declared uneonstitutional and void ; upon the further 
grounds that said assessments were madę without regard to benefits, 
under and by yirtue of an erroneous instruction of the court, and 
such assessments far exceed the benefits receiyed, and are therefore 
illegal and void. 

LEO SIMMONS, 
Attorney for Abner Greenleaf. 

47 In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, Holding a 

District Court. 

> 

In re Extension of Eleventh Street N. W. No. 556. 

Now come- Edgar C. Kellogg, by attorney, Leo Simmons, Esq., 
owner of eertain land, viz., lot 2, błock twenty (20), of a subdiyision 
known as Columbia Heights, which lias been assessed by the jury in 
the aboye-entitled cause for eertain alleged benefits, and objects to 
the eonfirmation of such assessments upon the ground that same 
were madę without lawful authority, under and by yirtue of a statute 
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the section of which reąuiring sucli assessment is and has been de- 
clared unconstitutional and void; upon the further grounds that 
; said assessments were madę without regard to benefits, under and by 
yirtue of an erroneous instruction of the court, and such assessments 
1 far exceed the benefits received, and are therefore illegal and void. 

LEO SIMMONS, 
Attorney for Edgar C. Kellogg. 

48 In the Supreme Court of the District of-Columbia, Holding a 

| District Court. 

In re Extension of Eleyenth Street N. W. No. 556. 

Now eome M. M. Parker and P. Pulsifer, trustees, by attorney, Leo 
I Simmons, Esq., owner- of certain land, viz., lot- 20 and 21 and sublots 
27 to 32, inclusive, in błock twenty-four, of a subdiyision known as 
Columbia Heights, which has been assessed by the jury in the 
above-entitled cause for certain alleged benefits, and object to the 
confirmation of such assessments upon the ground that same were 
| madę without lawful authority, under and by virtue of a statute the 
section of which reąuiring such assessment is and has been declared 
unconstitutional and void; upon the further grounds that said 
assessments were madę without regard to benefits, under and by 
virtue of an erroneous instruction of the court, and such assessments 
far exceed the benefits received, and are therefore illegal and 
void. 

| LEO SIMMONS, 

| Attorney for M. M. Parker and P. Pulsifer , Trustees. 

t 

f. 

t 

\ 

49 In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, Holding 

a District Court. 

In re Extension of Eleventh Street N. W. No. 556. 

Now come Louis H. Schneider, Julius Schneider, Carrie E. 
Schneider, George W. Schneider, Walter E. Schneider, and 
Mary E. Cissel, by attorney, Leo Simmons, Esq., owners of 
certain land situated on the* east side of blocks 27 and 28 
of a subdiyision known as Columbia Heights and on the west 
side of the Garfield Hospital tract, which has been assessed 
by the jury in the above-entitled cause for certain alleged 
benefits, and object to the' confirmation of such assessments upon 
the ground that same were madę without lawful authority, under 
and by virtue of a statute the section of which reąuiring such as¬ 
sessment is and has been declared unconstitutional and void; upon 
the further grounds that said assessments were madę without re¬ 
gard to benefits, under and by virtue of an erroneous instruction of 
the court, and such assessments far exceed the benefits received, and 
are therefore illegal and yoid. 

LEO SIMMONS, 

Attorneysfor Owners. 
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50 In the Supreme Oourt of the District of Columbia, Holding 

a District Court. 

In re Extension of Eleventh Street N. W. No. 556. 

Now eonie L. H. Meyers and Victor Anderson, by attorney, Leo 
Simmons, Esq., owners of certain land, viz., lots 40 and 41, błock 47, 
of a subdiyision known as Holmead Manor, whicli bas been assessed 
by the jury in the above-entitled cause for certain alleged benefits, 
and object to the confirmation of such assessments uponthe ground 
that same were madę without lawful authority, under and by yirtue 
of a statute the section of whicli requiring such assessment is and 
has been deelared unconstitutional and yoid; upon the further 
grounds that said assessments were madę without regard to benefits, 
under and by yirfcue of an erroneous instruction of tlie court, and 
such assessments far exceed the benefits received, and are therefore 
illegal and void. 

LEO SIMMONS, 
Attorney for Meyers and Anderson. 


51 In the Supremo Court of the District of Columbia, Holding a 

District Court. 

In re Extension of Eleventh Street N. W. No. 556. • 

Now eome- Thomas H. G. Todd, by attorney, Leo Simmons, Esq., 
o w ner of certain land, viz.,lot 8, błock fourteen (14), of a subdiyision 
known as Todd and Brown’s subdiyision, whicli has been assessed 
by the jury in the above-entitled cause for certain alleged benefits, 
and objects to the confirmation of such assessments upon the ground 
that same were madę without lawful authority, under and by yirtue 
of a statute the section of whicli requiring such assessment is and 
has been deelared unconstitutional and void; upon the further 
grounds that said assessments were madę without regard to benefits, 
under and by yirtue of an erroneous instruction of the court, and 
such assessments far exceed the benefits received,and are therefore 
illegal and void. 

LEO SIMMONS, 

Attorney for Thos. H. G. Todd. 

52 In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, Holding 

a District Court. 

* 

In re Extension of Eleventh Street N. W. No. 556. 

Now eome- Fannie E. Pate, by attorney, Leo Simmons, Esq., * 
owner of certain land, viz., lot 21, błock 47, of a subdiyision known 
as Holmead Manor, which has been assessed by the jury in the 
above-entitłed cause for certain alleged benefits, and objects to the 
confirmation of such assessments upon the ground that same 
were madę without lawful authority, under and by yirtue of a 
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statute, the section of which requiring such assessment is and has 
been declared unconstitutional and void; uponthe fnrther grounds 
that said assessments were madę witliout regard to benefits, under 
and by yirtue of an erroneous instrnction of tlie court, and such 
assessments far exeeed tlie benefits received, and are therefore ille- 
gal and void. 

LEO SIMMONS, 
Attorney for Fannie E. Pate. 

53 In tlie Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, Holding 

a District Court. 


In re Extension of Eleventh Street N. W. No. 556. 

Now como Wm. Holmead and Wm. H. Saunders, trustees, by 
attorney, Leo Simmons, Esq., owiier- of certain land, viz., — 9 to 16, 
both inclusive, in błock 47, of a subdiyision known as Holmead 
Manor, which has been assessed by the jury in the above-entitled 
cause for certain alleged benefits, and object to the confirmation of 
such assessments upon the ground that same were madę without 
lawful authority, under and by yirtue of a statute the section of 
which reąuiring such assessment is and has been declared uncon¬ 
stitutional and void; upon the further ground that said assessments 
were madę without regard to benefits, under and by yirtue of an 
erroneous instruction of the court, and such assessments far exceed 
the benefits receiyed, and are therefore illegal and void. 

LEO SIMMONS, 

Attfy for Wm. Holmead and Wm. II. Saunders, Trustees. 

54 Motion to Gonfirm Yerdict, &e. 

Filed June 26,1900. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, Sitting as a 

District Court. 

In re The Extension of Eleventh Street. No. 556, Dist. Court. 

Now come The Commissioners of the District of Columbia, the 
petitioners herein, and by their counsel move the court to oyerrule 
each and all of the exceptions heretofore filed to the yerdict, award, 
and assessment of the jury filed herein, and to finally confirm the 
said yerdict, award, and assessment of said jury notwithstanding 
said exceptions. 

A. B. DUVALL, 

C. A. BRANDENBURG, 

Attorneys for Petitioners. 

To--: 

* Please take notice that the above motion will be called for liear- 
ing before Mr. Justice Hagner, holding the District court, on Satur- 
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day, June 30th, 1900, at 10 o’clock a. m., or as soon thereafter as 
counsel can be heard. 

A. B. DWALL, 

C. A. BRANDENBURG, 

Attorneys for Petitioners. 

55 June 26th, 1900.—Mailed eopies of the above in free-mail 
delivery enyelopes— 

To C. S. Bundy, C. S. Wal ton & M. H. Beach, att’ys for Philip 
Mauro; Lambert & Lambert, attfys for Averilla Lambert; R. B. 
Behrend, att J y for Mary C. Sulliyan; G. W. Cooper, att’y for C. W. 
Carter; Leo Simmons, Leon Tobriner, Sam’1 Maddox, J. Miller 
Kenyon, D. McPherson, Wolf & Rosenberg, I. W. Nordlinger, 
Duckett & Dent, Richardson & Stewart, R. S. Smith, Milian & 
Smith, C. II. Cragin, A. A. Birney, Gordon & Gordon, and Jesse W. 
Rawlings. 

A. B. DUVALL. 

Endorsed. 

The deeision of this motion is liereby certified to Chief Justice 
Bingham for his determination. 

A. B. IIAGNER, 

Asso. Justice. 

June 80,1900. 

56 Order Confirming Award of Damages, &c. 

Filed July 3,1900. 

In the Supremo Court of the District of Columbia, Sitting as a 

District Court. 

In re The Extension of Eleventh Street. No. 556, District 

Court. 

This cause came on to be heard on the motion of the petitioners 
heroin, The Commissioners of the District of Columbia, filed under 
the act of Congress approyed June 6, 1900, to confirm the yerdict, 
award, and assessment of the jury heretofore filed herein, and to over- 
rule the exceptions filed by the several owners of real estate who are 
assessed for benefits in and by said yerdict of said jury; and the 
said motion was argued by counsel for the respectiye parties^ and 
it appearing to the court that the order nisi, confirming said yerdict, 
award, and assessment of said jury, has been duły published as 
therein proyided, and that the owners of the property taken for the 
extensiou of said Street' and the owners of the land assessed with one- 
half of the amount awarded for damages have been duły notified of 
the pendency of this proceeding and of the said assessments, as pro¬ 
yided by the order of the court heretofore passed herein— 

It is, this 3d day of July, A. D. 1900, by the court adjudged, ordered, 
and decreed that the seyeral awards of the said jury for and in respect 
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of the land condemned for the extension of sald Eleyenth street be, and 
the same are hereby, finally ratilied and confirmed, and that the land 
necessary for the extension of Eleyenth street northwest on 

57 a straight extension of the lines thereof as now established 
in the city of Washington, with a width of ninety feet, from 

Florida avenue to Haryard street, and thence, with the same width 
and in a straight linę, to Lydecker avenue, joining said ayenue with 
its center linę opposite the center linę of Eslin ayenue, and in this 
proceeding described and shown on the piat filed herein, be, and 
the same is hereby, condemned ; and payment of the seyeral sums 
of money in said yerdict found to be due and payable for the lands 
aforesaid shall be madę in accordance with the act of Congress ap- 
proyed March 3, 1899, and the amendment thereof approyed June 
6, 1900, pursuant to which proceedings in this cause have been 
had. 

And it is further adjudged, ordered, and decreed that the seyeral 
assessments for benefits madę, returned, and levied by the jury in 
its aforesaid award filed in this cause be, and they are hereby, de- 
clared illegal, nuli, and void, and the same are hereby set aside and 
yacated; and from so much of this order as declaressaid assessments 
to be illegal, nuli, and void the petitioners in open court pray an 
appeal to the Court of Appeals, which is hereby allowed. 

E. F. BINGHAM, C. J. 

58 *Order Extending Time to File Transcript. 

Filed July 10, 1900. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Fi re Extension of Eleventh Street. No. 556, District Court. 

Upon motion of counsel for the petitioners herein, it is by the 
court, this lOth day of July, 1900, ordered that the time for filing 
the transcript of record on appeal in the Court of Appeals be ex~ 
tended to December lst, 1900. 

E. F. BINGHAM, 

Chief Justice. 

Directions to Clerkfor Preparation of Record. 

Filed Noyember 24,1900. 

In re The Extension op Eleventh Street. No. 556, Dist. Ct. 

In preparing the record on appeal herein the clerk will include 
the folio wing: 

Petition, <fec., filed May 31,1899. 

Order for appearance, &c., filed September 16, 1899. 

59 Citation to owners and return of marshal thereon, filed 
Oct. 2, 1899. 
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Statement as to due publication, &c. 

Order direcfcing marshal to summon jury, filed Nov. 10,1899. 
Exeeptions of 0. S. Bundy to instructions of court, filed Dec. 16, 
1899. 

Objections of C. S. Bundy to assessments on lots 9 and 11, błock 
12, filed Dec. 16,1899. 

Instructions of court to jury, filed Jan ? y 10, 1900. 

Exceptions of Chas. M. Carter, filed Mar. 5, 1900. 

Order nisi eonfirming yerdict, award, and assessment of jury, filed 
Mar. 19, 1900. 

Statement as to due publication, &c. 

Ans we r to rułe by C. S. Bundy, filed April 17, 1900. 

Protest of Philip Mauro, filed April 19, 1900. 

Objections by Mary C. Sullivan, filed April 19,1900. 

Exceptions of Ayarilla Lambert, filed April 19,1900. 

Return of marshal upon order nisi, filed April 27, 1900. 
Exceptions of I. S. Blout et cii., filed May 11,1900. 

Objections of Sherman and Hough, filed June 28, 1900. 

Motion by Commissioners for confirmation of yerdict, &c., filed 
June 28, 1900. 

Order eonfirming yerdict and assessments declared nuli andvoid, 
filed July 3, 1900. 

60 Appeal to Court of Appeals July 3,1900. 

Order extending time for filing transcript, &c., &c. 

A.B. DUVALL, . 
Attorney, D. C. 

Nov. 24, 1900. 


Order Extending Time to File Transcript. 

Filed Noyember 28,1900. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

In re Extension of Eleventh Street. No. 556, Dist. Ct. 


Upon motion of A. B. Duyall, Esq., attorney for petitioners, the 
time for filing transcript of record in Court of Appeals in the above- 
entitłed c&use is further extended until Tuesday, January lst, 1901. 

A. B. HAGNER, Justice. 

Noyember 28th, 1900. 


61 Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

United States of America, 1 . 

District of Columbia , j ' 

I, John R. Young, clerk of the supreme court of the District of 
Columbia, bereby certify the foregoing pages, numbered from 1 
to 60, inclusiye, to be a true and correct transcript of the record, as 
per directions of counsel herein filed, copy of which is madę part of 
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this record, in cause No. 556, District court, In re extension of 
Eleventh Street northwest, as the same remains upon the files and 
of record in said court. 

In testimony whereof I hereunto subscribe 
Seal Supreme Court my name and affix the seal of said court, at 
of the District of the city of Washington, this 17th day of De- 
Columbia. cember, A. D. 1900. 

JOHN R. YOUNG, Clerk 

Endorsed on coyer: District of Columbia supreme court. No. 
1039. John B. Wight et al ., appellants, vs. Eugene Byrnes et al. 
Court of Appeals, District of Columbia. Filed Dec. 20, 1900. 
Robert Willett, clerk. 
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IN THE 

Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia. 


Ław No. 1039. 


JNO. B. WIGHT ET AL. 
vs. 

EUGENE BYRNES 'ET AL. 


MOTION FOR REHEARING. 


Now corne the appellees and move the court to grant 
them a rehearing for the following reasons: 

The court in its opinion, while holding that the excep- 
tions filed by theappellees necessitated the summoning of a 
new jury, and conseąuently avoiding the assessinents levied 
by the jury of seyen, seem to indicate that when such new 
jury is impanneled it shall be under the act of March 3, 
1899, and chapter 11 of the Reyised Statutes D. C., under 
which the former yerdict was rendered. 

It seems to me that such cannot be the case, for the act of 
June 6,1900, speeifically declares that— 

“In the event that the assessinents for benefits levied 
by the jury in relation to said Eleyenth street shall, 
for anyreason, be declared void, the Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia are authorized and direcied 
to make application to the said court for the reas- 
sessment of such benefits under and in accordance 
with the proyisions of this act.” 

So it will be clearly seen that Cougress intended that 
the act should take effect in case the assessinents then 
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ieyied should be declared void and set aside for any 
reason. In other words, if the assessments returned by 
the jury on the 16th day of February, 1900$ should b,e de¬ 
clared yoid. for any reason , then the act of June 6, 1900, 
should take effeet. And certainly if the owners of the prop- 
erty assessed are entitled to a new jury under the old law, 
the assessments have to be set asidę and necessarily become 
Yoid. And when that occurs, the act must necessarily take 
effeet. 

The exceptions and objections to the yerdict in this case 
were filed after the act of June 6, and in contemplation 
of law Congress must have known that the property owners 
had a right to have those assessments declared yoid and set 
aside on objections being madę thereto. When the objec¬ 
tions were madę, according to the ruling iń Brown vs. 
McFarland (decided at the same time the opinion in this case 
was handed down), the assessments ipso facto became void , 
from that time, because they could not be enforced or eon- 
firmed. If a new jury is to be ordered how can the proceed- 
ings be under any other statute thań the aGt of June 6 
1900, for clearly the old assessments, which Congress refers 
to in said act, cannot exist, or certainly will not exist when 
a new jury is ordered. If the assessments were not void, in 
the strict legał sense, they were certainly yoidable and the 
words,—“void for any reason ” used in the statute must 
mean in case the assessments then leyied and existing could 
not be confirmed. 

Yoid may mean absolutely void, oę yoidable only; but 
it is yery properly applied to things that are yoidable. By 
Anderson^ Dictionary of Law, page 1092, it is giyen as. 
feomething incapable of confirmation or ratificatión. In 
the case of Somers vs. Brewer, 2 Pick. (Mass.) 184, Mr. 
Justice Parker said, speaking óf fhe definitióh of the word 
yoid— 

fł What may be avoided may iii good seńse - to this 

purpose be Galled void, and this use of the term void 
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iś nót uncommon in the łanguage of statutes and 
courts.” 


See, also— 

American-English Enc. of Law, lst edition, pages 
472 and 474, and citations. 

I submit, therefore, that the words of the statnte are as 
plain as they ean be, and it was clearly intended that if 
the assessments levied by a former jury, and then existing 
in relation to Eleventh Street, were set aside, then the act of 
June 6 should necessarily take effect. 

Said act took effect upon its passage, to a ceftairi extent; 
for the act of 1899 provided that the awards for damages 
should not be paid until the assessments for benefits were 
confirmed; while the act of June 6, 1900, declared that the 
awards for damages should be paid immediately on tłie 
confirmation of same, “anything in the former act to the 
contrary notwithstanding.” Certainly fchis was a repeal of 
so much of the act of 1899 as prevented the payment of the 
awards until the assessments were confirmed. 

This statute must be construed in fayor of the parties 
upon whom penalties are imposed. 

Southerland oti Statutes* 441, and case eited. 

Walker Chicago, 56 111., p. 277, and see cases cited 
in bfief of appellees, pp. 5 and 6. 

t 

So it seems that this ąuestion should be settled, other- 
wise it may cause useless litigation in the lower court. 

I would. further respectfully suggest to the court, that in 
caseit finds a rehearing unneeessary to meet the ąuestions 
herein set forth, that it will mention the fact as to whether 
or not it was intended by its decision to pass upon the 
question of the uncertainty of the assessment clause of the 
act of March 3, 1899. And in connection with this ques- 






tion, in addition to the authorities cited in my brief, I want 
to cali the court’s attention to the case of— 

Hobb vs. McLain, 117 U. S. 579, and citations. 

United States vs. Union Pacific RJEt. Co., 91 U. S. 85. 

Also, the case of— 

The United States vs. Goldenberg, 168 U. S. 102. 

In these cases it is clearly shown that where a word is 
left out of a statnte, even by mistake, the courts have no 
power to supply the same. And see especially— 

* ~MaxweJl vs State, ,J0 Md. 273. 

• Murphy vs. .Enery, 77 Md. 85. 

, t 

I presume that question was left open to be raised in the 
courts below, and therefore to avoid any question as to 
whether or not the court so intended, I respectfully ask 
that it be so indicated. 

Of course if the court comes to the conclusion that the 
act of June 6, 1900, has or will take effect and the old law 
has to be abandoned, then the question of the uncertainty 
in the act of 1899 is not materiał to this case. 

* 

We respectfullly ask that a rehearing be granted in order 
that these matters may be passed npon. 

LEO SIMMONS, 

For Appellees. 







